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156 Front Street West 
6th Floor 
Toronto, Canada 


M5u 2L6 
September 10, 1980 (416) 596-1930 


Mr. J.R. Jones 

Secretary, Board of Control 
City Hall 

Hamilton, Ontario 


Dear Mr. Jones: 


Stadium/Arena Feasibility Study 


In accordance with the terms of reference for this study and our proposal 
dated June 17, 1980, we are pleased to submit our final report. This 

report presents our findings in terms of public opinion, market estimates, 
Site comparisons, design concepts, financial/operations analyses, economic 
and other impacts, and related issues. In accordance with the terms of 
reference, Phase 1 of the study focussed on an initial assessment of markets, 
sites, facilities and financial considerations, as well as a public opinion 
poll, to draw interim conclusions regarding the desirability and feasibility 
of new stadium/arena facilities for Hamilton. Following review of our inter- 
im conclusions at the end of July, the Steering Committee decided that we 
should proceed with Phase 2, comprising more detailed assessment of markets, 
sites, design concepts, financial/operations requirements, economic and other 
impacts and final conclusions and recommendations. 


Reflecting this structure, two volumes of detailed appendices accompany this 
report: the Phase 1 Appendices describing work carried out in July and the 
Phase 2 Appendices describing the more detailed work leading to this final 
report. Overall results of the study are summarized in the Summary Report. 


In particular, our conclusions and recommendations are summarized in Section 
7 of the Summary Report. We find that the public surveys, market analysis, 
site comparison, design concepts and financial/operations/economic analyses 
support the desirability and feasibility of a new arena/trade centre and a 
new or improved stadium provided suitable financing can be arranged. If 
funding can be arranged, a new stadium, located on the mountain south-east 
of Limeridge Road and Upper Wentworth Street, would be preferable, but an 
expanded/refurbished Ivor Wynne Stadium would also be suitable. Such a new 
or improved stadium with at least 40,000 seats, is essential to the continued 
viability of a CFL football team in Hamilton and to the obtaining of an NHL 
team without a territorial payment to the Toronto Maple Leafs. At least 50% 
Federal/Provincial funding seems likely for a combined arena/trade centre 
facility and similar financial support may be forthcoming for a new or im- 
proved stadium. The preferred site for the arena/trade centre is on the 
east side of Bay Street North between King Street West and Merrick Street, 
adjacent to Jackson Square and operated jointly with the existing Convention 


iBl is agrouo of companies oracticing Orofessional consulting and !s affiliated with 
Beinnaker/|nwin Associates Arcnitects. Engineers 


Centre. An NHL team is central to the financial feasibility of the new 
arena/trade centre and there seems to be a reasonable prospect that private 
interests would purchase an existing NHL team for Hamilton if a suitable 
Facility were available. If 50% senior government funding is obtained, the 
remaining municipal share would cost the average municipal tax payer in 
Hamilton approximately $1.00 - $1.75 per month in additional taxes. 


Substantial economic benefits, in terms of more jobs and increased income 
to residents, businesses and the City of Hamilton through tax revenues, 
would flow from the new facilities. Social benefits would also result 
including improved availability of facilities for amateur sports and 
community events, as well as the availability of sporting/recreational/ 
trade show events within Hamilton. We believe that considerable civic 
Pride and momentum would be generated by these developments. 


Should the City of Hamilton decide to proceed with the stadium and arena/ 
trade centre, negotiations should be pressed regarding senior government 
funding and the obtaining of an NHL team for Hamilton. Depending on the 
results and timing of such negotiations, more detailed planning and design 
of the facilities could proceed, such that the new facilities could be in 
operation by the summer/fall of 1984 or an expanded/refurbisned Ivor Wynne 
Stadium by the summer of 1983. 


The purpose of this report is to provide information on the desirability, 
feasibility, nature/location, and financial/economic operational attri- 
butes of major arena/stadium facilities for the City of Hamilton. We 
trust that the report fulfills these purposes and will assist the City in 
these important decisions. 


We acknowledge with thanks the close co-operation received from the Steering 
Committee, City and Regional officials, promotors and facility operators who 
provided information, and members of the public who responded to the public 
surveys. The findings and recommendations of the study have drawn upon this 
assistance but are the responsibility of the consultant team. 


We appreciate this opportunity to assist the City of Hamilton, and look for- 
ward to discussing the report and its implications with the Committee and 
Council in the near future. 


Yours very truly, 


IBI GROUP 


Maree 


Neal A. Irwin 
Managing Director 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2024 with funding from 
Hamilton Public Library 


https://archive.org/details/stadiumarenafeasOOunse_3 
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After detailed discussions with personnel from the IBI Group, 
a research study was planned and executed. The purpose of the study is 
to determine consumers response to the concept of a new or improved stadium 


facility and a new arena facility for the City of Hamilton. 


Results are based on four hundred (400) telephone interviews 
conducted with Metro Hamilton residents July 18-21, 1980. All respondents 
were 18 years of age or older. The overall sample was designed to be 30% 
male, 50% female. Respondents were selected at random from telephone 
listings for Metro Hamilton. Interviews were carried out with residents of 
Ancaster, Dundas, Burlington, Grimsby, Hamilton, Stoney Creek and other 
small municipalities in Metro Hamilton. The overall sample composition closely 
approximates the actual Metro Hamilton composition in terms of population 


contribution by city or community. 
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A computer printout outlining the findings of the study has been 
made available. The results are shown in this printout for the total sample 
as well as for a number of sub-breaks. The definition of the breaks outlined 


in the printout and the corresponding sample sizes are as follows: 


Sample Size 


Total Sample 400 


Sex: Male 200 
Female 200 
Ame? -15"=" 34 176 
35 - 44 61 
45 and over 159 

Household 
Income: Under $15,000 66 
$15,000 ="$24, 999 ce 
$25,000 and over 103 
Residence: House 305 
Apartment ch 68 
Other (townhouse etc) 25 

Consider 
Self: an avid sports fan 109 
an average sports fan Li9 
not a sports fan at all 75 

Area of 

Residence: City of Hamilton 22> 


Other area in Metro 
Hamilton outside the 
city proper 175 
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AWARENESS: OF THE*CONCEPT 


= Four in five (79%) Metro Hamilton residents say they are aware 
that the City of Hamilton is presently considering the concept of a 
new or improved stadium facility and a new arena facility for Hamilton. 


= Those in the City of Hamilton proper are somewhat more aware of 
the issue than those who are Metro Hamilton residents but who do not 
live in the City of Hamilton proper (853 versus 713 respectively). 


- Males and those 45 years of age and over also seem more aware than 
females and those younger. 


% of Respondents 


------ SEX------ ----------------AGE------------------ 
Male Female Under 35 35-44 45 and over 
Aware of the 
concept 84 74 76 73 85 


- In addition those who classify themselves as avid or average sports 
fans are more aware than those who say they are not sports fans. 
This correlates closely with the fact that those who say they ere not 
sports fans tend to be somewhat more likely to be females and non - 
City of Hamilton proper residents than others. 


% of Respondents 


An avid An average Not a 
sports fan sports fan sports fan 


Aware of the concept 89 79 65 
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PERCEIVED ADVANTAGES OF THE CONCEPT 


=: When asked, on an open-ended, unaided basis, what the advantages, 
if any, of a new or improved stadium facility and a new arena facility 
being built in Hamilton would be, people respond as indicated on 


following page. 
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Advantages (Typical Comments) 


With such facilities Hamilton could attract 
more pro franchises - ie: hockey, baseball 


A great idea/I like it - general mention 


A city the size of Hamilton should have 
such facilities 


There would be more facilities available 
for children's leagues/teams to make 
use of 


Would allow Hamilton to attract big shows/ 
concerts/events/Ice Capades 


Would bring/attract more money /revenue 
to the city 


Would allow Hamilton to get a Junior A 
Hockey team back/get Fincups back 


Would attract more people/tourists to the 
city 


Would be good for the city's image/ help 
put the city on the map 


Hamilton needs a stadium with better 
parking than Ivor Wynne has 


Hamilton needs an arena for sure but 
maybe not a new stadium 


Would help keep kids off the street / 
out of trouble 


Would allow more people to attend sporting 
events 


Would be great but it should not be downtown 
to avoid parking and traffic problems 


Would be great for families to go to 
Would be good for entertainment 
Other comments 

No opinion/don't know 


None/No advantages 


* Total greater than 100% due to multiple responses. 
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Overall results to this question are fairly consistent across the various 
sub-breaks of the data with the exception that those who do not 
consider themselves sports fans are somewhat more likely than others 
to see no advantages inherent in the concept. (23% see no advantages 
versus 133% overall). 


evOIey O72 280e5e tastetsac> y islet ve RoltasitD ane or 2g eat 
300 of Ofw eeots batt noIaeons-ar? fiiw #1ed, edt Bene 

i Pree te ada yisai! svOm tastwemba e968 BnSt ENoge esvise: 

cseerdgvbs of see FEC) .WGa0n% ei? Tests He oes 


we ths 


1A-8 


PERCEIVED DISADVANTAGES OF THE CONCEPT 


-- With respect to perceived disadvantages,the perspective on the 
following page emerges. 
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Disadvantages (Typical Comments) % of Respondents * 
Cost to the taxpayer 32 
Parking and traffic congestion if located 
downtown 4 
Parking - general mention 4 


Would not be very useful unless people 
could get there via public transportation 3 


The city cannot afford it é 
Would rather see private enterprise 
involved as the government is not 


well organized 2 


Need other facilities first like a hospital 
in the east end 2 


Would be a waste if people did not use it/ 
if crowds did not come 2 


Would be a waste unless pro teams were 
attracted 1 


Noise problem for homes nearby l 


Hamilton only needs an arena/Ivor Wynne 
is fine i 


I would not use it personally l 
Would rather see several small arenas/ 


stadiums built in different areas of the city 
than one large one as more people could then 


use them 1 
Other comments 8 
No opinion/don't Know 6 
None/No disadvantages 39 

109 


* Total greater than 100% due to multiple responses. 
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In terms of the sub-breaks of the data, homeowners and non-sports 
fans expressed somewhat greater concern about the possible cost to 
the taxpayer of these facilities than others. 
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GOLDFAREBSCONSULTANTS 


PROJECT # 809053 


Good morning/afternoon/evening. My name is 
of Goldfarb Consultants, a national survey research company. We 
are conducting a survey on behalf of the City of Hamilton and would 
appreciate just a few minutes of your time. Mey I ask you a few 
questions? Thank you. 


i Respondent is male ~} 9-1 


female 


CHECK YOUR QUOTA AND 
TERMINATE IF NECESSARY 


7 Are you eighteen years of age or over? 
=e 
Yes ag No eal 
3s The City of Hamilton is presently considering the concept 
a 


of a new or improved stadium facility and a new aren 
facility for Hamilton. Were you aware of that? 


Yes _] 10-1 No reine 2 
4. In your opinion, what are the advantages, if any, of a new 


or improved stadium facility and @ new arena facility being 
built in Hamilton? ...(PROBE FULLY) ... Any others? 


— 
= 
‘ 


Sk In your opinion, what are the disadvantages, if any, or 
what concerns do you have about a new or improved stadiu- 
facility and a new arena facility being built in Hamilton? 
(PROBE FULLY) ... Do you have anything else to add? 
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6. Now, in order to classify our data, we need some basic 
information about you. This is for statistical purposes 
only. 


In which of the following age categories do you belong? 
(READ LIST; CHECK ONE ONLY) 


18 - 24 pases 
25 - 34 uae 65° s over — C4: 5 
= abe 
Sopaea a ae (DO NOT READ) refused _, 6 
45 - 64 hd 
a Do you live in... a house | 16-4 
an apartment ag 
a townhouse feats 
other wid 
(specity ) 
8. Would you consider yourseli to be ... 
an avid sports fan se dias 
an average sports fan sue? 
not a sports fan at all cae 3 
9. In which of the following categories would your total 


household income fali? (READ LIST; CHECK ONE ONLY) 


less than $15,000 18-1 
SiS ,00ds=— S24, 99S 

§25,000 - $34,999 
$35,000 or over 


(DO NOT READ) refused 


10. And finally, which of the following most closely defines 
where you live ... (READ LIST) 


Ancaster 19-1 
Burlington 

City of Hamilton 
Dundas 

Grimsby 

Stoney Creek 
Other 


9 WM gal Og ie 


Thank you. 


RESPONDENT'S NAME 


ee ee ee 
RESPONDENT'S ADDRESS 
RESPONDENT'S TEL. NO. 


INTERVIEWER ; DATE 


TIME COMPLETED 
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MARKET ANALYSIS 


This Appendix has been updated and now 
appears as Appendix 2B. 
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OPERATING STRUCTURES OF COMPARABLE FACILITIES 


APPENDIX 1C 


OPERATING STRUCTURES OF COMPARABLE FACILITIES 


SURVEY OF COMPARABLES 


As part of the technical procedure to determine the Feasibility/ 


viability of Providing a new major spectator facility such as the Trade 


Centre/Arena and Stadium facility in the City of Hamilton, a Survey of 
comparable facilities has been conducted. The Purpose of this task was 

tO examine the operational characteristics, in general, of such facilities 
within similiar geographical locations, and comparable markets. In 
addition, the survey of comparables yielded invaluable information on 

the newest development techniques, financial and contractual agreements, 
and trends in the industry which will serve as input to detailed conceptual 


facility planning, to be developed jin Phase 2 of this Study. 


Selection of Comparables 


A formal screening process for selecting the appropriate comparables 


was established in order to systematically test each location and each 


facility against criteria which are described as follows: 


geographical location 
market size and population 


market characteristics (such as population growth, retail 
Sales, effective buying income of households, and others) 


type and size of facility (ies) 

type of team (professional or non-professional leagues) 
public or private ownership of facility(ies) 

public or private operation of facility(ies) 


location of the facility within the urban area 
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A review of forty-seven Canadian and American market areas 
where stadiums and/or arenas exist resulted in the selection of 
facilities which exhibited tne most appropriate mix of factors to suit- 
ably represent the widest variety of conditions for the purpose of this 


feasibility study. 


The facilities which were examined are as follows: 


Ottawa - Lansdowne Park 
- Civic Centre Arena 


Foxboro - Schaefer Stadium 
Pontiac - The Silverdome 
Hartford - Civic Centre Arena 
Detroit - Joe Louis Arena 
Buffalo - Rich Stadium 
The underlying rationale for the selection of these seven 


facilities is as follows: 


Lansdowne Park and the Civic Centre Arena 


Ottawa is a Canadian city supporting a CFL football team, 


Lansdowne Park and the Civic Centre Arena are combined 


facilities which are owned and Operated by the City of Ottawa. 


Relative to other cities which support both football and 
hockey activities, Ottawa has a market comparable to that 
of Hamilton. 


Lansdowne Park is similiar in size to Ivor “ynne Stadium. 


Ottawa's Civic Arena represents a hockey facility sufficiently 


large to accommodate a non-NHL team as well as spectator 
activities and industrial trade shows. 


A convention facility of some 80,000 sq. ft. is associated with 


and directly linked to the Civic Centre Arena. 
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Schaefer Stadium 


Schaefer Stadium is located in the City of Foxboro, with 

a population of 15,000 in 1978. Foxboro is located 

some 30 miles from the City of Boston which is the prime 
market area for the stadium. As shown in Exhibit 1Cl the 
total market population is approximately 4,000,000 people. 

In addition, Schaefer Stadium supports a National Football 
League team and therefore provides an example of a relatively 
new facility which is within the medium range of professional 
football facilities from a capital cost point of view. 


For operational purposes, Schaefer Stadium offers 


an example of a facility which is owned by a private cor- 
poration, a municipality (land ownership), and operated by 
the home team (the New England Patriots). 


The Silverdome 


The Civic 


The Silverdome is located in the City of Pontiac, Michigan. 
The stadium is a five year old facility and the home of 
Detroit Lions Football team. 


Pontiac is located some 30 miles from the City of Detroit 
and serves a market population of approximately 4,400,000 
people. 


The stadium utilizes an air supported dome structure, one 
of the current innovations. in roof design which has 
significantly reduced the cost of enclosing such a.facility. 


Centre Arena 


The Civic Centre Arena, located in the City of Hartford, 
Connecticut, is a newly rebuilt enon TUE ae a 
professional hockey team. 


The Civic Centre Arena is located within the core area 
of Hartford and it is part of a shopping centre, hotel, 
convention centre, and trade show complex. 


In terms of the market, although Hartford is approximately 
twice the size of Hamilton, it is appropriately located 
geographically. 


In terms of its structure, the Civic Arena is a unique 
example of a fully integrated sports and business complex 
operated and owned jointly by the municipality and private 
enterprise. 
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Joe Louis Arena 


The Joe Louis Arena is located in the harbour of the City 
of Detroit. It is the newest arena facility in north- 
central United States supporting the National Hockey League 
Detroit Red Wings. ; 
The facility supports a wide range of activities including 
conventions, concerts, circuses, ice shows, trade shows, 
and nationally-sized conventions. 
Operationally, the arena represents an example of a city- 
built and owned facility which is operated. by private 
enterprise. 

Rich Stadium 


Rich Stadium is a football facility located near the City of 
Buffalo and containing some 80,000 seats. 


From a market point of view, it represents a competitive 
facility with those in Hamilton as local attendance expecta- 
tions include forecasts of some 30% Golden Horseshoe Canadian 
attendance. 

Furthermore, it is an important facility for the purpose of 
this examination as it was designed by the same architect 


involved with the Foxboro facility (Schaffer Stadium), and 
built approximately one and one half years later. | 


Functional Combinations 

As indicated above, the selection of comparable Sports facilities 
was undertaken with a view to provide the widest possible range of relevant 
examples, representing the major alternatives for $ize, capital costs, 
activity programs, operational arrangements, and development financing. 
To further extend the coverage, information was also compiled on three 
other facilities which were not examined on the field trip, namely, 
Taylor Field in Regina, the Edmonton Coliseum, and the Pacific Coliseum 
in Vancouver. These additions provide more input from the perspective 


of comparable Canadian markets. Consequently, detailed data was gathered 
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FACILITY DATA 


t Poculation 
) 


Operator 


Date Open ai 


Original Capital 
Cost 


Home Team 
Seating 


Full-Time Staff 


Parking 


Activities** 


REVENUE CESCRIPTION 


Rental 


Concessions 


Parking 
Other 


CACILITY REVENUES/ 
EXPENDITURES 

Gross Revenues 

Gross {xpenditures 
Qoerating Profit (Loss) 


COMMENT 


STAOLUMS : 


LANSOOWNE PARK 
760.9 


City 


Lansdowne Park 
Admin. (City) 


N/A* 


N/A* 


Roughriders 
35,342 
Football Staff Not 
Separable from 
Civic Center Staff 
2,500 


Ney Sal O tn hase lis, 


$1,5000r 15%/event 


33% of gross 


420,200 


132,100 
288,100 


- profit reflects only 


Football 
of Civic 
plex 

does not include 
carrying charges 


operations 
Center Com- 


development funding 
not applicable due to 
age of Lansdowne Park 
additional seating ta 
stadium financed by 
federal and crovincial 
funding, and the 
issuing of debentures 
by the city 


EXHIBIT 1C2 


CHARACTERISTICS OF 


County 


Buffalo Bills 


1973 


23M 


BuTfalo Bills 
30 ,020 


$500,000 or 9%/yr 


$.25 head tax/ticket 


26% 


of gross shared 


50-50 with Buffalo Sills 


50-50 splft with 
Buffalo Bills 


7,500,000 


5,500,000 
2,000 ,900 


does not include 
carrying charges 


no grants provided 
general objiaation 
city bonds issued to 
Finance duilding of 
stadium 


* Stadium too old for aoplicable capital cost information 


** Activities: 


1 + Football; 2 - Hockey; 3 - Soccer; 4 - Baseball; 


QUNERSHID REVEN 


' 
rea 


Stadium Realty 
Trust (Non-Taxable 
Business Trust) 


N,€. Patriots 


197] 


17.1M 


N.E. Patriots 


§1 ,000 


11% uo to 400,000/ 
event 
5% of gross beyond 
$400 ,000 


$0-30 spiit with 
-- -operator 


Not Available 


Not Available 


Not Available 


- town carries no costs- 2 


- Stadium Seaity Trust 
@ orivate ooeration 
with various obliga- 
tions; debt servic- 
ing for Schaffer not 
sedarabdle 


oan erin ren 
GANS. SUN 


2 


SILVERDOME 


Stadium 
Authority 


1975 


55M 


Detroit Lions 


80,538 
33 
12,000 
lisaos, Upkew oy 
10, .11'y, 14, 15; 
16, 17 


1,000 - 10,C00/ 
event or 18%/event 


22% 
10% 


3% 


of footsall aross 
of droagram gross 
of remainder 


10% of novelty revenues 


6,052 ,900 


5,020,100 
1,032,100 


expense 


City of Pontiac 
bonds; one general 
odliaation cond, one 
revenue dond 

- debt service 4.2M/yr 

t 1.7M/year from 

erations which 

rvices debt 


ns 
op 
se 


orofit before interest - 


Parks and 
Recreaticn 


1946 
(Expanded 1978) 


QM 
(for expansicn) 


Roughriders 


28,000 


% of gross/event 


20% of gross 


100% 


~ 10 % amusement tax 
on gross revenues 


105,000 


270,000 
(95,000) 


City makes operating 
profit after amuse= 
ment tax 


= until 1973 expansion 
all development funced 
through debenture issues 
~ 1978 expansion of 9M: 
= 479M from City 
through debenture 
issues 
- 3.5M grant from 
province 
- IM from team 


S - Sasketball; 6 - Motor Cycle Racing; 7 - Tennis; 8 - Wrestling, 83oxing; 


9 - Track & Field; 10 - Concerts/Entertainment Shows; 11 - Circuses; 12 - Ice Shows; 13 - Rodeoes; 14 - Canvenzions: 
15 + Trade Snows; 16 - Banquets; 17 - Soecial Events. ; 
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for a total of five stadiums and five arenas which provides the base 
for the Phase 1 review of alternate functional combinations and which 
will serve as input in Phase 2 for the more detailed analysis of development 


alternatives for the City of Hamilton. 


Stadia (Exhibit 1C€2 

In all cases, the stadia under examination are the home of a 
major professional football team. While the existence of a major tenant 
demands a certain base seating capacity, there is still a wide range, with 
total seating ranging from 28,000 in Regina to approximately 80,000 in 
Pontiac's Silverdome and Rich Stadium near Buffalo. Although in all cases 
the market population is a rough guide to the expected size of the stadium 
facility, there is no hard correlation between seating capacity and the 
population of the metropolitan base. Schaefer Stadium for instance, while 
serving the larger Boston market area, is approximately 25% smaller than 
Buffalo's Rich Stadium. The major Canadian stadia are generally about 


half the size of the large U.S. facilities. 


In terms of the capital costs associated witn the development 
of the facilities, there was again a wide range. In the case of the 
Canadian stadia, the facilities were too old for relevant capital 
cost comparisons; however, it was interesting to note that a recent 
expansion of Taylor Field in 1978 cost more than half the 1971 capital 
cost of the entire Schaffer Stadium. The cost of the Silverdome, approx- 
imately $55 million, was more than twice that of Rich Stadium which 
was developed for $23 million. Although some of the additional capital 


input for the Silverdome is due to the 1975/1973 dollar comparison and 
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increased construction costs, differences lie primarily in cost of Silverdome 
roof structure and in the range of facilities and activities which the 


Pontiac complex offers. 


The types of activities accommodated by most stadia range from 
major sporting events, to concerts, circuses, rodeos, conventions, and 
trade shows (see list, Exhibit 102). Of the stadia examined, the Silver- 
dome offers the widest choice and represents a facility that approaches 
a complete activity range. It should be remarked that the smaller Canadian 
Facilities in Ottawa and Regina offer the next greatest choice of activities, 


while Rich and Schaefer stadia are primarily homes for football teams. 


The greatest variations among the stadia are found in the owner/ 
operator agreaments and in the financial arrangements that underlie oper- 
ations. Although in most cases the facilities are owned by municipalities, 
or in the case of Buffalo, by the county, Schaefer Stadium is owned by a 
non-taxable business trust. Generally speaking, this type of situation is 
unique, since the substantial cost servicing required by most stadia needs 


the support of government bodies and taxpayers! dollars. 


In terms of operations, there is more variation, but there 
are four main types of operators: 


1]. a government administration appointed by the City which owns 
the stadium; 


Zs a privately hired operator or management team reimbursed only 
by salaries; 


By a private operator or firm who may be in control of concessions, 
may receive a percentage of the gate, or who may even lease 
the facility from the owner; 


4, a home team operator with any number and variety of side agreements 
with the owners. 
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As Exhibit 1C2 demonstrates, the range of financial arrangement 
alternatives is extremely varied. Rental revenues to the owner range 
any where from 6% to 18% of gross and concessions vary from 13% to 33% 
Of gross sales. In the case of Taylor Field, the low 6% rental rate 
is compensated by a 10% amusement tax, while at Rich Stadium the $500,000 


Or 9% per year is supplemented with a $0.25 head tax for each ticket sold. 


It is very difficult without establishing a common base and 
without extensive elaboration to compare the cost/revenue dispositions 
of the stadia in question. Landsdowne Park, for example, has established 
an accounting cost center which reflects only football activities while 
the revenue/expenditure data for the Silverdome is a measure of ‘the 
operations for the activities of the entire complex. As well, in most 
cases, the annual cost servicing is a matter for city budgets and is entirely 
divorced from the operating data provided by stadium operators. However, 
it may be stated that the one common element shared by all the stadia 
is that there is not sufficient income to carry all capital debt. This 
illustrates the importance of servicing financing from either government 
Sources or the private sector or both to improve the financial viability 
of the project. In Phase 2 when the requirements for the Hamilton project 
are more fully determined, an extensive analysis of the comparative 
operation data will be undertaken in order to allow a detailed projection 
for the stadium/arena options, and to test sensitivity to the availability 


of financing. 


Finally, in order to determine a context for development altern- 
atives of the stadiums under comparison, the various funding precedures 


were examined. What marked the comparisons was the the fact that grants 
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were not subject to any specific funding procedures, since they were 
dependent upon the political circumstances existing at the time of the 
Proposed developments. Common to all funding mechanisms was the need 

to issue municipal bonds or debentures in order to finance a Significant 


portion of development costs. 


Arenas (Exhibit 1C3) 

With the exception of the Ottawa Civic Centre Arena, all nockey 
facilities accommodated an NHL team. Although the Ottawa arena is relatively 
small by general comparison (seating of 9,355 compared to a range of 14,300 
in Hartford to 19,000 in the Joe Louis Arena), the data was considered useful 
since the arena's size is appropriate for that required by an OHA Major Junio~ 


"A" team and the Ottawa complex is an example of 4 stadim/-rena oneration. 


In terms of the capital development costs, the variation was 
Signicant, ranging from $6 million for the Pacific Coliseum in Vancouver 
to $26.4 million for the Joe Louis Arena in Detroit. As in the comparison 
of stadium capital costs, the variation was dependent on several Tactors: 
the size of the arena, the range of facilities/activities provided by 
the arena, and the time at which the development took place. The Pacific 
Coliseum, while built approximately at the same time as the Ottawa complex 
(1968 compared to 1967) and although a large hockey facility, was constructed 
at a smaller cost. However, the Ottawa Civic Centre has more facilities 
to provide for more varied activities, hence the greater cost. Tne 
significantly higher cost of the Joe Louis Arena reflects both its recent 
construction, its large size, and the range of facilities which the | 


complex offers. 


Generally, the nockey arenas under examination tended to be 


directed more toward multi-purpose usage than the stadiums compared, 
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Since such facilities as Rich and Schaefer Stadiums depended almost 
entirely upon football for their revenues. The primary differences 

among the activities offered were in the areas of indoor soccer, tennis, 
and track and field. In all cases, if the previously mentioned activities 
were not currently offered, the facilities were all capable of supporting 
the events through the use of additional portable playing surfaces. 

It was generally noted that the recent increase in spectator demand 

for soccer events had Prompted the development of soccer Facilities, 


although this was more prevalent in the U.S. than in Canada. 


The examination of ownership/operator comparisons again revealed 


the tendancy toward municipal ownership with the exceptions of the Pacific 
Coliseum, part of the Pacific National Exhibition which is a "on-pofit 
Provincially appointed organization, and the Edmonton Coliseum, part of a 
Private operation with 200 shareholders. In terms of operations, the arenas 
compared again reflected various owner/operator arrangements. While the 
Pacific Coliseum is operated by a non-profit government appointed body 

the Hartford Civic Centre and the Joe Louis Arena are under the apcisann 

of private management firms. In the case of Hartford, the management firm 
works closely with the City which still retains revenues from concessions. 
The management firm of the Joe Louis Arena, however, leases the facilities 
and retains control of all revenues, paying the City a flat $450 ,000/year 

and a $.50-$.75 head tax for every ticket sold. In the facilities under 
close City control, rental rates are 12.5% to 15% against a specified minimum 
and concessions revenue range from 22% to 40% of gross sales. As mentioned 
above, operation revenue/expense information generally does not reflect the 
specific income data for hockey events, since all activities in the arena 
complexes are accounted for in gross terms. The exception to this is the 


Ottawa Civic Centre Arena which sustained a $165,000 operating loss in 1979 
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related to hockey. Again, in all cases examined, the facilities do not 


generate sufficient income to cover their annual carrying charges. 


In terms of the financing of capital development costs, the 
facilities examined were dependent upon state/provincial and federal 
grants, and the issuing of municipal bonds or debentures. As concluded 
in the comparison of stadium funding, outright grants were dependent 
upon the availability of funding Programs and the ability of involved 
politicians to apply the necessary political leverage. In the case 
of the Joe Louis Arena, the depression of the bond market limited the 
sale of municipal revenue bonds and the City was required to borrow 


from the federal government. 


Conclusions 

The Phase 1 comparison of stadiums and arenas reveals a wide 
variation of development procedures, owner/operator arrangements, and 
financing alternatives. While ownership in most cases is under municipal 
jurisdiction, there is no common ground for operational activities since 
revenue control is provided by varying proportions of public, private, 
or. home team responsibilities. However, the comparisons examined above 
do represent the various options available for the development of a 
Stadium/arena complex. In Phase 2 the options which present relevant 
choices for the current project will undergo detailed examination on 
a’common base in order to determine the most viable alternative for 


the City of Hamilton. 
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| HAMILTON STADIUM ARENA STUDY 1D-1 


Interim Cost Report (Phase I) 
INTRODUCTION 


In order to predict the anticipated level of capital cost expenditure for the 
optional facilities under study, analysis was made of historical data gathered 
from recently tendered or built projects of a similar function and capacity 

to that contemplated for Hamilton. The cost data was obtained from information 
in HRA's files or by telephone surveys of specific facilities. 


This cost data was analysed and adjusted to prepare a cost model for each 
physical option under study, namely: 


- Expansion of Ivor Wynne Stadium to an ultimate capacity of 
approximately (42,500 seats). 


- Provision of New Stadium on a peripheral or downtown site with a 
similar capacity of (42,500 seats). 


~ Provision of New Trade Centre/Arena on either a downtown core 
site or peripheral site 


The combined stadium/arena complex was not analysed at this time for reasons 

stated elsewhere in this report. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Les The probable cost to expand Ivor Wynne Stadium by providing an additional 
8,500 seats. between the goal lines on the south side would be approximately 


$10 million in current dollars. 


2. An additional cost of $5 million would be required to upgrade this 
expanded facility to a 'good-as-new' stadium (i.e. a total cost of $15 M). 


3. The probable cost of a new stadium of a similar capacity to that stated 
above would be approximately $38 million, built without a roof. 


4, The additional cost to provide a domed roof to the stadium would be of 
the order of $25 - $30 million. 


The probable cost of a new Trade Centre/Arena would be between $27 to $31 
million, depending on jocation, downtown core or peripheral site. 


LO 3) 


Land costs and costs associated with possible restructuring of ground. 
transportation systems are excluded from the above. 
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HAMILTON STADIUM ARENA STUDY ine? 


Interim Cost Report (Phase I) 
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METHODOLOGY 


For each facilitiy option, analysis was made of similar facilities constructed 
in Canada or North America within the post decade, to determine whether a common 
cost factor existed in relation to seating capacities. 


All costs were adjusted to reflect a Hamilton equivalent cost as at August 1980 


for direct comparison. Exhibit 1D1 and 1D2 which follow show the Historical 
Data Tabulation. : 


In terms of the arenas, ( Exhibit1D1 ) a close range was noted on a cost per seat 
basis to permit the extrapolation of an approximate cost for this study. 


The data for stadia ( Exhibit 1D4 shows no similar consistency, consequently an 
alternative approach was taken. Cost models were prepared based on detailed 
analysis of similar facilities recently built in Canada. These were: 


(i) Taylor Field Expansion, Regina (8,500 seats) to simulate 
the expansion of Ivor Wynne Stadium, Hamilton 


(ii) Commonwealth Games Stadium, Edmonton (42,783 seats) to 
simulate a new stadium condition in Hamilton 


COSTS MODEL FOR EXTENDING AND UPGRADING 
IVOR WYNNE STADIUM 


It was identified that the design solution used to provide an additional 8,500 
seats to the stand at Taylor Creek, Regina could also be applied to Hamilton. 


The completed construction cost for the Regina facility was analysed and a 
breakdown was prepared to show the distribution of cost ( Exhibit 103). 


Exhibit 1D4shows the cost model prepared with this data to suit a Hamilton 
condition, adjusted for escalation and location. 


The base cost of $9.7M provides essentially the same facility in Hamilton with 
no improvements to the existing stadium. 


Optional extras totalling $5.3M, upgrade this facility to a 'good-as-new' condition. 


is 


Basic renovations include seating, repatring and waterproofing the existina 
stands and the provision of surface water drainage to the North Stand. 


An allowance of $2 M is included for selected refurbishment of the existing 
facilities and to provide new locker rooms, admin.offices, concessions, etc. 


Allowances are also made for the provision of an electronic scoreboard 
and for the replacement of all the existing seats. 
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| HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 
Cost Analysis of Taylor Field Expansion, Regina, Saskatchewan’ 


- Seating Capacity of New Stand 850: Completion Date: Spring 1979 7 
Total Cost 
Cost Seat 
Element $.000's (8,500) Scope 


ar eee 


Substructure 505 59.4] Excavation, foundations 
| Strucuture 1,80] 211.88 Steel frame, floors 
Cladding 1,148 135.06 | Out Walls, doors, windows | 
| Partitions 180 21.18 | Interior walls and doors 
| 
| Stairs and Ramps 360 A230 Stairs, ramps 
Finishes 180 21.18 Walls, floor & ceiling finishes 
Fittings & Equipment 266 31.29 Built in fittings, washroom 


accessories 


Mechanical | 373 “43.88 Heating, ventilation, plumbing 
drainage etc. 


Electrical 284 33.4] Service, distribution lighting 

Overheads & Profit 609 rr65 = 

Demolition & Renovations 122 14.35 To existing structure | 
| | 

Total Construction Costs | 5,828 685.00 (Rounded) 


Associates 


b 
yl == eee EXHIBIT 103 
(2 | 


HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 


Cost Model for Extending « Upgradingeivor Wynne Stadium 
(based on Regina Stadium Cost Analysis) 


Stand Cost per summary breakdown (Regina) 


Adjust for escalation to August, 1980 
and Hamilton location (29%) 


Adjustment to suit increased height and 
additional floor accomodation 


Site Development & Relocation 
Probable Construction Cost of Same 
Facility, in Hamilton i< 


Professional Fees 


Contingencies 


Base Cost - 


Optional Extras to Upgrade Existing Stadium 
to "good as new" condition: 


1 Basic Renovations (Repairs, 
sealing etc.) 


Zee Allowance for refurnishment of 
existing (new locker rooms 
admin. offices etc.) 

33 New Electronic Scoreboard 

4, Replacement of existing 34,000 seats 


Probable Cost for "Good as New" Stadium 
using Regina Situation (42,447 seats). 
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1,690; 0090 


7,518,000 


620,000 


162,000 


8,300,000 


800,000 


600,000 


$ 9,700,000 


1,300,000 


1,800,000 
800,000 


1,500,000 


$15,000,000 


EXHIBIT 1D 


| 


Cost analysis of Commonwealth Games 


Seating Capacity 


Element 


He Formation of Depressed 


field bow] 


ee Sportsfield and track 
3. On grade seats 


'4, Elevated seats 


5. Seating units 


6. Athletic space 


|7.. Concessions ad 


8. Press box 


(9. Ticket Sales 


10. Field store 


otal Roof - 


|12. Field lighting 
13. Sound system 


14. Scoreboard 


aur Entrance and concourse 


16. Miscellaneous 
17. Site development 


Construction Cost 


] Hanscomb 
i Roy — 
Associates 


HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 


42,673 


1,000 


1,700 


2,700 


1,900 


1,700 
3,420 


1,400 


400 


1,780 


'$ 19,800 


Stadium, 


Edmonton, Alberta 


Completion Date Spring 1978 


Cost per 
Seat 
(42,783) 


234.07 
39.74 
63.11 


44 4) 


39.74 
79.94 


Sor 2 


Scope 


Excavation and formation of 
berm 


Drainage, natural turf field, 
running track. 


Insulation, gravel, grade beams, 


bleachers, drainage, etc. 


Foundation, structure, stairs, 
Cladding, bleachers, drainage 


Recreation Centre, including 
changing gymn, lounge, admin. 


Male and female, public or 
private WR's. Non-food prep. 
concessions. 


Press-andei.V. facilities. 


Gatehouses, crowd control, 
ticket sales. 


Equipment storage, maintenance 
No roof. 


Halide or quartz units 


Stand: 
system. 


Electronic,including structure 


Press Box: field sound 


Paving, retaining walls, 
railings (Main circ. elements) 


Signs, turnstiles, flagpoles, etc 


Pavings, fencing, planting, site 


services, etc. 


(Rounded) 


EXHIBIT 1D5 


HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 


Cost Model for New Stadium 
(Based on Edmonton Stadium Cost) 


Stadium Cost, (per summary breakdown 
Edmonton) : 


Adjust to reflect less favourable 
market conditions 


Adjust for escalation to August, 1980 


and) for Hamitton location (46%) 


Anticipated Hamilton Cost (Aug.1980) 


Premium for artificial turf 


Premium for addition surface parking 


Probable, Conserucezoneecose — 


Professional Fees - 


Contingency - 


Probable Cost of New Stadium using 


Edmonton Situation (42,783 seats) 


Premium for Enclosed Roof Structure 


Probable Cost of Domed Stadium 


19,800,000 | 
| 
1,400,000 Cr) | 
2 2UCGOuU 
9,800,000 (2) | 
SL, 000 ,UGU | 
1,000,000 (3) | 
1,200,000 (4) 
33, 200700028 0S976 -pexr 
seat) 
3,300,000 | 
1, 500:,000 
$38,000,000 ($888.per 
se seat) 
| 
$+ 25> tonsa mw 75) | 
$6.34 per 


S 63 to S 76e 


seat (Aver.) 


Met Si5 472 — 
$27,590 per 
seat). 
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' COST MODEL FOR NEW STADIUM 


The cost data for the Commonwealth Games Stadium in Edmonton was considered ideal 
_ to use as the basis of a cost model for a Hamilton Stadium, since the tac piety 
| has essentially the same capacity as the requirements for Hamilton (42,783 seats). 
| It is also Canadian and the home of a major CFL team. 


The completed construction costs $19.8 M) was analysed and a breakdown was 
Prepared to show the distribution of cost (Exnipit1D5). 


Exhibit 1D6 shows the cost model prepared with the data to suit a Hamilton 


| condition on a peripheral site. The following explanatory notes are provided for 
| the numbers in parenthesis. 
| 


wi) Market conditions 


Due to the national importance of the project and the very tight time 
frame within which the construction had to be completed, total co- 
operation was received from all contractors, suppliers and workpeople to 
prevent strikes, delays, etc. The resultant effort produced a very 
economical facility. It is not expected that this condition would apply 

| equally to Hamilton within the foreseeable future. 


(2) Escalation and Location Factor 


The 1978 costs were adjusted by output indices to reflect an August 1980 
tender call in Hamilton. 


(°3)) Artificial Turf 


Edmonton has natural turf. An allowance has been made to the cost model 
to provide artificial turf in Hamilton (similar to Ivor Wynne). 


(4) Surface Parking 


Edmonton Stadium is serviced by a Light Rapid Transit System (LRT) and, 
therefore, the requirement for surface parking is reduced. Whilst this 

| would sim ulate a downtown Hamilton situation, having regard to the 
proposed Intermediate Capacity Transportation System (ICTS), more surface 
parking would be required on a peripheral site. 


(5) Enclosing Roof Structure 

Edmonton was not designed to have a roof structure built on. Had this been 
the intention, the design would not have been the same as it is now for 
economical reasons. 


The cost premium noted here ($25 to $30 million) is provided as a guide 
for a total domed facility. 
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ANTICIPATED CAPITAL COST OF A TRADE CENTRE/ARENA 
A RAVE CENTRE/ ARENA 


Exhibit 1D1 shows historical cost data of seven arenas built in North 
America within the past seven years, all of which have been brought to a common 
base (j.e. estimated Hamilton equivalent cost per seat). 


The range in cost reflects the differences in size, design criteria and location 
relative to a downtown or peripheral site. 


For this study, $1,750 per seat has been assumed as a probable level of cost for 


the basic building. Further analysis will be required during the phase II portion 
of this study. A 14,000 seat facility has been assumed. 


Downtown Core Development 


Building cost per analysis 14,000 seat @ $1,750 24.5 
Site Development (Demolition and site clearance) say 0.5 | 
Professional fees Ze | 


$27.0 million 


Peripheral Development 


Additional cost for development of a larger site 

area with provision of parking facilities, drainage, 

lighting, etc., also road and service connections 

to existing arterial systems $2.0 to $4.0 million 


The range of anticipated capital costs will, therefore, be between $27 to 


$31 million depending upon location. 


== Hanscomb 
=== He 
SSS 

————| 


Associates 


4 ot clive eames 


eS yond tuey fe ee 
7 i free sq 7299 snefay 
fisoel bre /arverte> opteab wer nt mans npn 


iay Jets 36 lavel efdadove s ae esd, ae eehgee 
notgrog 17 gaane adr GATIUh erty Stim ebay? fe 
7 Domiees asad 2ée ee tose ne 


Aha. ViSyou 2 it 
2. as Det, 12 8 doo2 000,41 -2haytanm teq 202, 
£19 yee (sanevest> atte Bae not? fomeg) : —— 
OS 
noth) te 6. TS 2 eS 
eit2 vepwl © Yo eons 3 em 
,aountste , 207s fos? patayen . 
phot 2OANGD asivise bae béeh of 
not itm B22 no 0,38 | emst eye ts 


e 


od 


of SSP neenasd oc , svotered? , ftw ezz0a Tettqeo. bedag 7 
-ndiysj0f day ‘pm tinal 


. ta) a ed Ant aera mea 


—— 


ey at a pes i ete 


on ~ ae 


> Ne 


Hm he ee ae yi : mh : a i Wt eat 4 a ‘ y . : rl , nf 
Mc es Oe TM gino Sa y een es , | ik 


hee ae er io 
: Bees {aries roe 


‘ > ' ‘ y iF 
4 : i’ 
ee a 
ee ee 
‘ a 
: 
4 
" 
= a 
- 
vs 
rs 
“ 
i 
A J ~~ ‘ 
ie r » 
> i 
: A 
y ’ 
bot ¢ 
re , 
3 
; 
if + \ 
: 
i 
= ie vu pet i by. Ty — ii a : vay nh 4 ra ‘ ” fon 
: a Ms 
; ‘ { ? 
: o - wn ry ba 
Dea . en 
7 - ie ‘ ‘ and Sima pede hasstdede, <a’, 
, 4 ie “an ¥} , 
x a 7 * oY ‘ 4 
ti 7 = - 
a, : qt = 
. IW i 
: ; 3 
; 
} et eee ; ee : ; 
ve ra a) ome to. , 5 : 
; Pol 9" at ae . : 
¥ a A ) i] 4 i \ = : 
a ; 
7 Ps | y- % ' i 
“es v es S x z 
Ye, A S - 
‘ - om ae? a 7 - ; 
a4 , - ® Md > 
y 
ba : é —. ‘ 
’ acts ¥ - ad 
eh ay ere = 1 
7 VF oe A : 
f ; } ie se ars | > zt ; : 
: 7 # Pee ir ~ 
/ ‘ “ 
5 ea eee - : ; 


he bn fea 
< ny = ae om 


¢ 


oy oe 


aa 


STADIUM/ARENA FEASIBILITY STUDY 


APPENDIX 1E 


LAND USE ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL SITES 
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Hamilton Stadium /Arena Feasibility Study IB] Group 


APPENDIX 1E 
LAND USE ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL SITES 


1. INTRODUCTION 


The choice of the 19 sites which are the subject of this analysis 
was the result of a systematic and formal process of site selection. During 
this process input was received from a number of sources: 


@ public response to a newspaper advertisement requesting 
Suggestions for potential sites for the complex; 


) the "Report on Coliseum for the City of Hamilton", prepared 
by the Administrative Committee in 1976; 


® the Committee's files containing suggestions made by 
concerned citizens; 


r) discussions with officials of the Planning Department, 
Regional Municipality of Hamil tor-Wentwor th who jidenti- 
fied additional potential sites, 
In selecting the sites to be angi ysedp Sites in both private and 


public ownership were identified and selected. The 19 potential sites are 


shown on Exhibit TEI, witn downtown sites shown in greater detail on Exhibit 1&2. 
2. CRITERIA FOR ANALYSIS 


Evaluation of the 19 potential sites under examination was based 
on a number of criteria which can be summarized as: size; site specific 


attributes; and locational attributes. 


2 heehee 
Each of the sites was evaluated in terms of its capacity to 
fulfill the minimum acreage and shape requirements for the following options: 


1) arena alone; 2) stadium alone and 3) arena and stadium together. 
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This evaluation was done with respect to the "footprint" of the facility 
only and does not take into account possible acreage requirements for 
Parking, which will be analysed in Appendix 1F, Accessibility. It was 
estimated that the minimum requirements for an arena alone would be 4 
acres; for a stadium alone 9 acres, and for the two together 12 acres. 
The size and shape of each site was then examined against these require- 


ments and categorized as A, B or C respectively. 


Pee Ste Specific Attributes 


Components of this category include: 


r) physical attributes of the site, including shape, topo- 
graphy, environmental sensitivity or any other physical 
Characteristics readily identifiable, 


r) Ownership, ease of assembly, including extent of 


municipal or government ownership, number of 
individual private owners, etc. 


2.3 Locational Attributes 


These refer to those characteristics associated with the physical 


location of the site and its relationship to surrounding development. 


Components of this category include: 


. 0 Availability of Services: The availability and ease of 


servicing the various sites was examined in a general 
analysis and potential problems identified, 


@ Availability of Support Facilities: Each site was analysed 


in terms of the availability and proximity of facilities 
which would serve the patrons of the stadium or arena 
complex and which would derive economic benefit from it, 


r) Land Use Impact: The impact that development of a stadium 
and/or arena complex would have on the land uses adjacent 
to each site was analysed, In deriving the rankings for 
this criterion, consideration was also given to the proposed 
development's conformity with planning policy, both existing 
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and proposed for the near future, The relevant Planning 
documents include: 


- the Official Plan of the Regional Municipality 
of Hamilton Wentworth; 


2 tne Oxisting Official Pian’ for the Hamilton Planning 
area; 


- the proposed Official Plan for the CiSyloT Hamilton; 


- the proposed Central Area Plan for the City 
of Hamilton (Planning Committee approval); 


~ the City of Hamilton Zoning By-Law 


Development in the City of Hamilton is Presently guided by an 
Official Plan which dates back to 1951 and which has been amended numerous 
times, A new City of Hamilton Official Plan has been prepared but has not 
We received Council or Ministerial approval, Similarly, the new plan for 
the Central Area has been completed but has not received Council approval, 
However, it was felt that these Proposed policies should be taken into 


consideration as Council approval is expected to be imminent. 


Both the Industrial and the Recreation, Civic and Cultural desig- 
nations in the present Official Plan would permit construction of a sport 
complex, as would the Industrial and Open Space designations in the proposed 
Official Plan. Zoning categories for a sports complex to be used commercially 
include 'J', 'K' and 'M-13', all of which are industrial designations. In 
addition to these categories, modifications or special provisions might be 


attached to other designations which would allow a stadium or arena complex. 
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2.4 Evaluation 
The various criteria described above were scored 1, 2 or 3 
("high", "medium" or "low") suitability, The results of this analysis 


are described in Exhibit 1E3. 
3. ANALYSIS 


In order to facilitate evaluation of the sites, Exhibit 1&4 has 
been prepared which groups the various sites in accordance with the type 
of facilities they can accommodate and accords a rank to each site, The 


conclusions are summarized in the following analysis, 


3,1 Potential Arena Sites 
The table indicates that 6 of the 19 sites have only enough 
acreage to permit construction of an arena alone. It should be noted that 
all of these sites are located within the downtown core and are subject 


to potential servicing problems with respect to sewerage capacity. 


Sites 6, 7 and 18, which achieved the highest scores, are 
generally similar in terms of site specific and locational attributes. 
However, site 6 enjoys the advantage of complete municipal ownership 
which eliminates potential problems of assembly and acquisition. [¢ 
accessibility is taken into account, Site 4 also emerges as a candidate 


for further evaluation. 


None of the sites large enough to accommodate an arena and/or 
stadium achieves as high a ranking as the three described above. This is 
because these three erijoy the advantage of being centrally located in the core 
of the City, in close proximity to related support facilities and would 
strongly complement the convention centre presently under construction. 


They would also reinforce redevelopment efforts underway in the area. 


EXHIBIT 1&4 


RANKING OF POTENTIAL SITES BY FACILITY TYPE 


Facility 


Arena only 


Stadium only 


Arena and/or 
Stadium 
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3.2 Potential Stadium Sites 
Site 8 is the site of the existing Ivor Wynne Stadium and is placed 
in a category by itself as it is the only one capable of accommodating a 


Stadium only. 


This site received a relatively high score of 12 and only two 
other sites, number 2 (located south of the subregional shopping centre) 
and 9 (located in the industrial area south of the. Queen Elizabeth Way), 
are as suitable for location of a stadium. However, when accessibility js 
taken into account (Table 6, Executive Summary) site 2 suffers certain 
drawbacks and drops in ranking. Examination of Exhibit 1E3 indicates that 
neither site 8 or 9 suffer any major Gad usec in COLUSHOT Ss 1 te Speci Ic 
attributes. Differences do occur however in certain of the locational 
Characteristics. Site 9 is more easily serviceable than site 8, where 
potential problems have been identified in terms of sewerage capacity. 

Site 8, on the other hand has somewhat more support facilities located in 
its vicinity. Neither expansion of the present Ivor Wynne Stadium, nor 
development of a new stadium on site 9 heleweotdd to have significant new 
impact on adjacent land uses, In the case of the existtng stadium, it is 
proposed that the additional stands be located in the centre of the 
complex, remote from adjacent residential areas. While it is recognized 
that the patrenage of the existing stadium will increase, it is anticinated 
that solutions invalying increased use of buses to access the stadiun 
directly will be examined in the Phase 2 report. Site 9 is in an 
industrial area, but suffers from a potential drawback in that an open 


scrap yard may commence operations in the immediate vicinity. 
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3.3 Combined Stadium and Arena Site 
tater teen ea USP AN CAT ENG SITS: 
A large number of sites have sufficient acreage to accommodate 
a combined stadium/arena complex. Of these, sites 2 and 9, (both of 


which were described in the preceding section) are the clear frontrunners. 


It should be noted however, that there would be major obstacles 
to surmount in the development of either of these two sites for a combined 
facility. Site 2 is large enough to accommodate both the facility and the 
necessary parking, but the present road system does not have sufficient 
capacity for the traffic which would be generated, Site 9 would also 
suffer problems of accessiblity for a combined facility and its smaller 
land area would make the provision of on-site parking more difficult. These 
issues have been explored more fully in Appendix 1F, Accessibility 
Analysis. 


3.4 Summary 


The evaluation of the 19 sites from a general land use Planning 
perspective indicates that the optimal cee to the location of the 
sports facility may well be the separation of the arena and stadium facilities, 
with tne arena located within the downtown area, The construction of the 
arena downtcwn would strengthen the core area ant reinforce present redevel- 
opment efforts, Furthermore, its location in proximity to the convention 
centre would increase the attractiveness of both facilities, and produce 


economic spin-off effects to adjacent commercial development. 


When site attributes, locational attributes and accessibility are 
taken into account for sites, numbers 6, 7 and 18 emerge as candidates 


for more detailed evaluation in Phase 2, 
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The stadium, being a much larger facility, requires a larger 
site enjoying good accessibility, Two sites, one of which is the existing 
Ivor Wynne Stadium site, emerge as nrime candidates when site and locational 
attributes and accessibilityare taken into account. These are sites numbers 


8 and 9, 


In addition to the shortlist of sites included in this analysis, 
two additional sites have just been identified. These are being subjected 
to preliminary analysis to determine whether one or both should be carried 
forward to Phase 2 evaluation. These two sites are the T.H, B. Railway 
Yard Station between James and John Streets; and CNR lands north of 
Barton Street on James Street. These sites each measure 20 and 30 acres 
respectively and would be large enough to accommodate the arena, the 


stadium or the two facilities combined. 
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4. __ DESCRIPTION OF SITES 


In this section more detailed descriptions of each of the 19 
Sites are presented and their relative attributes and characteristics 
described. Reference should be made to Exhibit 1E1 for site location. 
Site #1 


Site #1 is located on Upper Paradise Road between Stone Church and 
Rymal Road in the SW section of the city. The city owns approximately 
30 acres in this location. The present Official Plan designates the 
Site Recreation, Civic and Cultural, while the proposed Plan designates 
it Open Space. Consequently, no amendments would be required to the 
Official Plan, present or proposed. However, the zoning designation 

of ‘AA’, agricultural would need an amendment. 


The site is outside the present servicing area, and provision of ser- 
vices would require extensive and costly works. Generally, the site 
seems very remote and accessibility would be difficult. Furthermore, 
there are no related support services such as restaurants, hotels, 

Or stores in proximity. 


The development of a maior stadium or arena complex within a single 
neighbourhood would disrupt the residential development proposed for 
this area and would inhibit the development of a cohesive neighbour- 
hood structure. . 


This site is located on’ the Southern side of Limeridge Road, opposite 
the sub-regional shopping centre presently under construction. The 
city of Hamilton owns 20 acres in this location as does the Ontario 
Housing Corporation. Officials of the Planning Department have indi- 
cated that OHC is seeking to sell its land here. 


The present Official Plan designates the site Residential and would 
therefore require amendment to the designation Recreation, Civic and 
Cultural. The proposed Official Plan designates this site Open Space 

and would, therefore, not require amendment. The zoning on the site 
is'AA' agricultural and 'A’ Conservation, Open Space, Park and Rec- 
reation. Both designations would require change as commercial recreation 
uses are not permitted in either zone. 


Construction of a stadium/arena complex in this location would complement 
the shopping centre on the north side of Limeridge Road and would strengthen 
the sub-regional node designated in the Hamilton-Wentworth Regional 

Official Plan. Furthermore, restaurants and other retail faciiities 

would be available in the new shopping centre. No problems are anticipated 
in servicing this site. ty 
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Site #3 


This site is located south of the Proposed Mountain Arterial between 
Upper Ottawa and Upper Wentworth Roads. The Regional Municipality of 
Hamilton-Wentworth owns approximately 108 acres and is using a sub- 
stantial portion of the land as a dump site. The city owns an additional 
30 acres. 


The northern portion of the site is presently designated Recreation, 
Civic and Cultural, while the southern section is designated as 
Restricted Industrial with a Commercial component at the corner of 
Ottawa and Church. The proposed Official Plan conforms to that 
presently in force with the major portion of the block designated as 
Open Space. The only portion of the site which would require an 
Official Plan amendment is the small commercial designation in the 
southwestern corner , which, in detailed design might be excluded from 
the final site area. 


In analysing the suitability of the site for construction of a stadium/ 
arena, certain concerns arise with respect to Problems inherent in the 
landfill site. Such construction would be subject to Section 46 of the 
Environmental Protection Act which states that "building cannot occur 

on a former landfill site unless the Ministry of the Environment is 
Satisfied that there is no health or safety problem." Further construction 
costs would be likely to be high. 


Construction of a stadium/arena complex in this location would be 
compatible with the industrial uses to the south. It would be sep- 
arated from the residential areas to the north by the proposed 
Mountain Arterial and can be designed in such a way as to reduce 
any negative impact on residential areas to the west. However, ex- 
tensive works would be required to service the site. 


Site #4 


This site belongs to the Province and is located on the south Side 
of Fennel Avenue between the Hillfield and Strathallan Schools and 
Mohawk College. The site measures approximately 21 acres and is 
presently zoned as a special provision to the "AA* zone. The present 
Official Plan designates the site Residential and would require a 
change to Recreation, Civic and Cultural. The proposed Official Plan 
would also require amendment from its Present designation of Major 
Institutional to the required Open Space designation. 


Problems with respect to sewerage Capacity on this site have been 
identified. 


The site is large enough to accommodate both the Stadium and whe arena 
and development of such a complex would fit in with the institutional] 
uses immediately adjacent to the site. However, they would have a 
negative impact on the low density residential areas immediately abutting 
the site. 
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Site #5 


Site #5 is a long and narrow site of 18 acres on a former landfill site 
in the northwestern sector of the city. 


The site is designated Residential in the existing Official Plan and 
Open Space in the proposed Plan. Consequently, only the existing plan 
would need amendment. The site is zoned 'A', Conservation, Open Space 
Park and Recreation, but would also require amendment. 


As the site is a former landfill site, it would be subject to the pro- 
visions of the Environmental Protection Act and construction may ‘be 

subject to constraints. Development of the site would require major 
improvements to the water distribution system, and would likely be expensive. 


Related commercial facilities are not readily accessible from this site. 
Construction of a stadium/arena complex would not generate any land use 
conflict with the surrounding institutional, industrial and open space 
uses. 


Site #6 


Site #6 falls within the Jackson Square redevelopment area, and comprises 
Part 6 of the development plan. 


The site occupies approximately 4 acres in the northern sector of the 
block bounded by Bay Street on the west and York Boulevard and King 
Street to the north and south respectively. The small land area avail- 
able at this location precludes the construction of a stadium here, 
however, this site could accommodate the new arena. Development of this 
site for the arena would complete Jackson Square and would complement 
adjacent uses. Negotiations are presently under way for the construction 
of a hotel and office tower on the southern portion of this block. 
Hamilton Place and the art gallery are also in close proximity as is 

_the new convention centre presently under construction. 


Site #6 is very centrally located and as such enjoys. excellent access- 
ibility, both from a transit and a pedestrian point of view. The 
site would be in close proximity to a variety of retail and food 
facilities. 


Certain problems have been identified with respect to sewerage capacity 
in the downtown area and these will be subject to further analysis 
in Phase 2. 


This location would provide an excellent site for an arena complex 
and would promote further development in the core area. 
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Site #7 


This site is rectangular in shape and occupies approximately 8.3 acres 
in the three city blocks bounded by York Boulevard to the north, King 
Street to the south, Carolyn Street and Bay Street to the west and 
east respectively. 


The northern portion of the site, between Napier Street and York 
Boulevard, is owned by the City of Hamilton and is presently vacant. 
The block between Napier and Market Streets is also essentially vacant, 
and is owned in large part by 100 Market Limited. A Canada Post ware- 
house building is located at the corner of Carolyn and Napier Streets 
and much of the area behind the building is used for parking for 

Canada Post trucks. 


In the southern portion of the block, there are a number of retail 
establishments fronting on King Street which are in the hands of 
individual owners. The presence of a modern apartment building at 
the corner of Carolyn and Market Streets would pose constraints to 
development of the southern portion of this site. 


Enough acreage remains in the northern two blocks of Site #7 to 

accommodate an arena facility. The site is designated as a Downtown 

area in the present Official Plan and as part of the Central Area in 

the proposed Plan. Consequently, no change would be required to the 
Official Plans. The site is presently zoned ‘CR-2', which is high density 
commercial. ana residential, and would require redesignation or modification. 


With the exception of the apartment building, development of the arena would 
be compatible with the surrounding uses and would enhance the redevelop- 
ment of the core area. Accommodation and related facilities would be in 
close proximity and accessibility would be excellent. The site appears 

ripe for redevelopment and would provide an excellent location for the 
arena, providing that impacts on the apartment building can be mitigated 
through good design. 


Stte #& 


“This alternative would involve expansion of the present Ivor Wynne 
Stadium, by adding an additional 8,000 seats to the existing structure. 
The expansion would occur in the centre of the complex and would involve 
increasing the height rather than the land area. The additional stand 
would be added in the portion of the complex adjacent to the present 
soccer field and would thereby have minimal impact on the residential 
uses in the vicinity. 


It is recognized however that expansion of the stadium would cause an 
increase in the attendance at matches. In Phase 2 methods of accommodating 
this without increasing traffic or parking in the area will be investigated. 


The site enjoys relatively good accessibility and has some support facilities 
in the vicinity. However, capacity of the sewerage system at this location 
will have to be examined in more detail. 
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Site #9 


Tnis irregularly shaped site is located in the industrial area along 
Centennial Parkway just south of the interchange with tne QEW. The 
Site is owned by the City of Hamilton and comprises 19.5 acres of 

land. The site is designated Industrial in both present and proposed 
official plans, neither of which would require amendment. The present 
zoning on the land is 'KK/S240', restricted heavy and industrial. This 
zoning would need to be modified to a 'J', 'K', or 'M-13' Zone. 


Although the site is adjacent to the QEW, accessibility onto the high- 
way from the site may be inadequate for the large volume of traffic 
generated by a sports facility. 


Generally the development of a sports complex in this area would be 
compatible with the adjacent industrial uses with the exception of 
an open scrap yard which may commence operation in the near future. 
No problems have been’identified in servicing the site. 


Site #10 


Site #10 occupies approximately 4.5 acres at the northern section of 
Bay Street between Simcoe and Strachan Streets. It is owned by the 
city and designated Recreational, Civic and Cultural as well as Open 
Space in the present and proposed Official Plans respectively. It 

is presently zoned J,' Light and Limited Industrial, and ‘E/S-147' 
permitting multiple dwellings. It is only this last designation which 
would be amended as the 'J' category would be suitable. 


The location of the stadium/arena complex would be compatible with the 
light industrial uses in the vicinity however, traffic generated by 
the stadium might conflict with the residential uses in the area. 
Furthermore, implementation of such a large facility in this location 
may divert development potential from the central area which is in 
very close proximity. Development of this site would require major 
improvements to the water distribution system. 


Sue oA 


Site #11 is located along Centennial Parkway, north of the QEW. It is 
owned by the city in large part, although a small parcel belongs to 
Lang's Foods, and both the CNR and Hydro have rights of way traversing 
the site. 


The site is long and narrow and measures 26 acres. It is designated 
Industrial and Open Space in the present and proposed Official Plans 
respectively. Consequently no change would be required to the Official 
Plans. The site is zoned ‘KK’ Restricted Heavy Industrial and would 
require amendment. 


The site is large enough to accommodate both the arena and the stadium 
however, servicing the area would require extensive work to both the 
water distribution and sewerage systems. 


The site enjoys excellent accessibility from a regional point of view 
being right off the QEW. The proposed stadium/arena complex would not 
conflict with the adjacent industrial uses . However, no related facilities 
would be available within the area. 
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Site #12 


This site occupies approximately 25 acres in Confederation Park which 
is owned by the Regional Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth and 
operated as a Conservation Area. 


It is designated Recreational, Civic and Cultural, and Open Space in 
the present and proposed Official Plans respectively. It is zoned ‘AA' 
Agricultural and would consequently require a zOning amendment to 
permit construction of a sports complex. 


Major works would have to be undertaken to service the site. Further- 
more, development of a major sports complex would disrupt the present 
Passive recreational nature of the park and would be undesirable. 


site #13 


Site 713 is located north of the Jackson Square redevelopment area and 
is bounded on the north by Vine Street, to the south by York Boulevard, 
and by Park Street and James Street to the west and east respectively. 


The site is a little more than 6 acres in size and is comprised in large 
part of parking lots. However, the building at the corner of York 
Boulevard and McNab Street has been designated a Heritage building which 
may preclude its demolition. 


If development of an arena were to occur on this site, design criteria 
should be incorporated to ensure the maintenance of the small retail 
character of land use fronting on James Street. 


The site is presently designated Commercial in the existing Official Plan 
and forms part of the Central Area in the proposed Official Plan. The 
majority of the site is zoned 'CR-3, high density, commercial, residential 


uses. There is also a considerable portion zoned'J: which is an industrial 


1E-13 


designation as well as another portion zoned '‘L-C; a holding zone for future 


commercial development. 


Although this site enjoys excellent accessibility and is in close proximity 


to major retail and food facilities, its development potential is hindered 
by the presence of the heritage building in the middle of the site. It is 
also subject to the same servicing problems as the other downtown sites. 


Site #14 


Site #14 is located contiguous to Site #13 but extends northwards to 
Cannon Street, rather than westward. This site is also largely vacant 
except for the small scale retail] area along James Street North. 
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The northern sector of the site, that is north of Vine Street, 1s owned 
in large part by a major downtown developer who is presently operating 

a parking lot on the site. The retail stores along James Street are 
Owned by a variety of small owners. Similarly, there are a number of 
individual owners owning the retail buildings in the southern half of 

the site. Apart from the retail establishments, the majority of the 
southern portion is presently owned by Eaton's and used as a Darking 

lot. In addition, there is a smaller municipal ly owned lot fronting York 
Boulevard. 


This site offers somewhat more development potential than #13 as it is 
not hampered by considerations of the heritage building. It is also 
zoned in large part'CR-3'and'L-C} and the buildings fronting James 
Street are zoned'H, commercial. These designations would have to be 
replaced with zones permitting an arena. 


In developing this site attention should be paid to preserving the 
retail character of James Street North. 


Site #15 


Site #15 refers to a block of land between Stonechurch Road East and 
Rymal Road East to the north and south respectively, and Upper Wellington 
Street and Upper Wentworth Street to the west and east respectively. The 
entire area bounded by these four streets is in the ownership of two 
major developers. However, there is a 20 acre parcel of land situated 

in the middle of the block which is designated in the present Official 
Plan for Recreation, Civic and Cultural uses. 


At the present time, residential development is beginning to occur along 
Stonechurch Road and services have been put in for these units. Con- 
sequently, servicing an arena and/or stadium on this site would not pose 
a problem. 


The neighbourhood plan for this area designates the lands adjacent to 

the proposed site as low density residential. Development of a stadium 
or arena in the middle of this neighbournood would create a large gap 

in the area and would inhibit the development of a cohesive neighbourhood 
structure. Furthermore, the large amounts of traffic generated by either 
one of these complexes woulid conflict with the low density residential 
uses. In addition, there are no commercial support facilities in this 
area to serve the patrons of the sports complex. 
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Site #16 


Site #16 is located in the area around Albion Falls in the southeastern 
corner of the municipality. There are several constraints to the develop- 
ment of a stadium and/or arena complex in this area, the most important 
being the designation of this site as an Environmentally Sensitive Area 

in the Regional Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth Official Pian. Regional 
policy for such areas requires an environmental impact statement prior to 
development. The area is presently under study by the City of Hamilton 
Parks Department and Regional Conservation Authority with respect to the 
impact that construction of the Red Hil] Freeway in the vicinity might 

have on these lands. We have been informed that there has been much public 
Opposition to the loss of any of these lands for public passive recreational 
Purposes and it is highly probable that public sentiment would be aroused 
against the construction of a major sports facility here. Consequently, 
there seems little potential for the location of a sports facility of 
either type on this site. 


Site #17 


Site r17 occupies a block of approximately 230 acres owned jointly by 

the Ontario Housing Corporation and the Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation. However, only half of this Property is within the City limits 
of Hamilton, the other half being in the Town of Stoney Creek. The 

present Official Plan designates the majority of this site as Restricted and 
Industrial with a small component of Recreation, Civic and Cultural, as well 
as a small component of Commercial uses on Rymal Road. The proposed Official 
Plan conforms to these designations. 


The site is zoned 'AA, agricultural in the north with the industrial 
designation 'M-12, 'M-12' and 'M-14' in the areas farther south. The desig- 
nation 'M-13' would permit the construction of a stadium and/or arena. 


Development of a sports complex at this site would be compatible with the 
“industrial land uses foreseen in the area. However, the fact that the site 
straddles two municipal jurisdictions, in addition to the fact that the 
alignment of the Mountain Arterial has not yet been determined and may 
extend farther south into the site, may act as constraints to the rapid 
development of this site. Furthermore, extensive works would be required 
to service the site. 


Site #18 


Site #18. asedocated in the core of the city, It is an) "ls'- shaped piece 

of land located generally between Wilson and Williams Streets and Hughsome 
and Catharine Streets to the west and east respectively. The site comprises 
three city blocks totalling approximatley 7% acres. A large portion of these 
blocks are vacant and are used for parking. The city owns approximately 2 
acres in the southern portion of the site and another 2% acres are owned 
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by Wentworth Parking Limited of Toronto and operated as a parking lot. 
The middle portion of the site was recently sold by the Ford Motor 
Company and the building recently demolished. We have been informed 
that the site is once again being offered for sale by its new owner. 


The Canada Coach bus terminal is located in the middle of the site on 
Rebecca Street. Apparently, the bus company has been seeking to relocate 
Or to redevelop in its present location. Integration of a new arena with 
a new bus terminal and linked to other transit facilities would increase 
the accessibility and attractiveness of this site. 


The size and shape of the site would not be suitable for a stadium, however 
two of the three blocks might well serve as a new arena complex site. 


The site has high development potential as it is located within the core 
and enjoys excellent accessibility and proximity to related facilities. 
It would also strengthen the redevelopment attempts for the downtown area. 


site #19 


Site #19 is located in the block bounded by York Boulevard, Napier Street, 
Queen Street and Carolyn Street. It occupies approximately 6 acres, a 
large portion of which is owned by the City of Hamilton. Another large 
portion is owned by one major developer. 


The size of the site would preclude the construction of a stadium but 

would permit the development of an arena. The present Official Plan 
designates a portion of this area as Commercial and another portion 
Residential and would, therefore, require amendment. The proposed 

Official Plan includes this site within its Central Area designation. 

There are a variety of zoning designations applicable to this site 
including 'CR-35 high density commerical residential; 'E-35 high density 
multiple dwellings; and ‘H, commercial. Zoning amendments would, therefore, 
be required. 


The site enjoys excellent accessibility, however, it is somewhat removed 
from the core in terms of pedestrian access. There are a variety of 

land uses adjacent to the site, including a School for the Mentally 
Retarded and three high rise buildings on Queen and Napier Streets. The 
construction of an arena complex in this area might cause considerable 
noise and traffic generation incompatible with the high density residential 
use. Another disadvantage of this site with respect to the other downtown 
sites is the limited amount of off-street parking in the immediate vicinity. 
This site is also subject to the servicing problems characteristic of the 
downtown area. 
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STADIUM/ARENA FEASIBILITY STUDY 


APPENDIX 1F 


ACCESSIBILITY ANALYSIS 


APPENDIX 1F 


ACCESSIBILITY ANALYSIS 


As part of an overall review of the attributes of some 19 selected 
potential sites for an arena and/or stadium complex in Hamilton, the accessibility 
characteristics of each site were evaluated. The analysis undertaken in this 
task involved two major steps. These steps were: 1, a transportation impact 


analysis, and 2, an evaluation analysis. 


The Transportation Impact Analysis is comprised of four components. 


These components are: 


e Trip Generation 
a Modal Split 
® Traffic Impact 


r) Parking Impact 


The Evaluation Analysis consists of two major elements. The first 
element is that of criteria selection. Three criteria were selected, these 


are. 


8 Modal Split; the degree to which the site can be 
serviced by transit; 

& Traffic Impact; the degree to which the road system 
can accommodate expected traffic levels; 

8 Parking Availability; is there sufficient existing 


off-site and potential on-site parking? 
The next step in the evaluation analysis involved the ranking of the sites 


according to the selection criteria and weights accorded each criterion. 


The analysis undertaken herein is described in detail in the fol- 


lowing passages. 
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Hamilton Stadium/Arena Feasibility Study IB] Group 


1. TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS 


In this analysis, the previous sites examined by the City in 
their 1976 feasibility Study of arena sites for Hamilton were examined with 
respect to the transportation impacts of each of these sites* 1), In 
addition, several other sites which have been identified in the planning 
Section of this report were also considered as potential feasible sites for 
an arena and/or stadium complex. Nineteen sites in total were identified 


in this manner. These sites are shown ineExhibites LFicinnthe text: 


The transportation impact analysis of these sites involved an 
identification of the likely levels of trips and transportation infra- 
Structure requirements under several development scenarios for each potential 
Site. The development scenarios involved the assumption that each site 
would contain an arena facility, or a stadium facility, or a combined er 


and stadium facility. 


The estimate of the number of trips generated at each site for 
each development scenario have been addressed in the trip generation and 
fee split components of the transportation analysis. The transportation 
infrastructure requirements have been identified in the Traffic Impact and 


Parking Impact components of the analysis. 


1.1 Trip Generation 
In this component the number of person trips that would be generated 
under normal operating conditions for an arena, stadium, or combined arena/ 
stadium complex was estimated. It was assumed herein that the seating 
capacity for an arena would be 15,000 seats and that a stadium would have a 


seating capacity of 40,000 seats. 


‘EXHIBITOR 


TYPICAL TRIP GENERATION 
FOR A 15,000 SEAT ARENA 


TYPICAL (1) “TYPICAL (1)* SESTIMATED SZ) 


TYPICAL (2) SEATING MODAL AUTO TRIPS 

ATTENDANCE CAPACITY SPLIT TO AN ARENA 
EVENTS % OF CAPACITY) (000's) (% TRANSIT) 000's) 
Pro Hockey 100% 1530 67% 1.7-2.0 
Jr. Hockey 33% 1530 80% 0 .-052 
Circuses/Concerts 60% 1650 70% ile? 3 
Wrestling 40% 16.0 95% a 
Ice Shows 70% 1530 60% 1.4-1.7 


(1) From information for Maple Leaf Gardens in Toronto as shown in the 
1976 I.T.E. Informational Report "Traffic Considerations for Special 
Events". 


(2) Estimates are based upon an assumed auto occupancy ranging from 
2.5-3.0 persons/auto. 


1F-3 


Typical trip generation rates for similar facilities in other 
locations were examined in order to provide background information from 
which estimates of the trip generation for the proposed facilities in 
Hamilton could be made. The pertinent information from this review is 
Summarized in Exhibits 1F2 and 1F3 in the text. In Exhibit 1F2, the typical 
characteristics for Maple Leaf Gardens in Toronto have been identified from 
which the number of auto trips generated to a prospective 15,000 seat arena 
in Hamilton have been estimated. It is apparent from this exhibit that the 
event generating the greatest number of auto trips to such an arena is pro 
hockey. Pro hockey also generates the greatest number of transit trips to 


an arena. 


Since pro hockey events generate the greatest level of trip making 
to an arena and also because there is a strong possibility that pro hockey 
uses may occur regularly in a new Hamilton arena eaatiG Hamilton be granted 
an NHL franchise, it is recommended that-the transportation infrastructure 
for an arena complex in Hamilton should be designed to accommodate the trip 


making generated by pro hockey events. 


In the design of the transportation infrastructure for an arena, 
it is anticipated that the number of persons regularly using such a facility 
would equal the seating capacity of the facility (as experienced at Mapie 
Leaf Gardens in Toronto). Furthermore, it is anticipated that occasionally, 
for special events, additional seats may be placed in the arena to allow for 
a higher total seating capacity than the permanent 15,000 seats would permit. 
As identified in Exhibit 1F2, circuses and/or concerts could generate as much 


as 18,000 persons in an arena. Recognizing these conditions, it is anticipated 


EXHIBIT 1F3 


TYPICAL TRIP GENERATION 
EXPECTED FOR A 40,000 SEAT STADIUM 


ESTIMATED 

TYPICAL? (1) AYPICARC 2) AUTO AUTO TRIPS 

ATTENDANCE MODAL SPLIT OCCUPANCY (3) TO A STADIUM 
EVENTS (% OF CAPACITY) TRANSIT AUTO (PER/AUTO) (000's) 
Pro Football 63-75% 10% 90% 2-3.0 /.D=d 300 
Pro Soccer up to 31% 5% 95% 3a) Sao 
Religious ip toss? 5% 95% eee uae 
Rock Concerts approx. 100% 20% 80% oou 10.7 
Other 3% % 95% 350 0.4 


Observed information at Ivor Wynne Stadium over the period 1976-79 for 
Pro football and for the 1979-80 season for other events provided by the 
City of Hamilton Recreation Department. 


Estimates only based upon approximate ridership information provided 
by £ne H.S.R. 


Observed information from several sources; for pro football, information 
obtained from the transportation departments at Ottawa, Vancouver, and 
Toronto for stadiums in these cities, for religious events, figures 
obtained from 1976 I.T.E. Informational Report "Traffic Considerations 
for Special Events," and for other events, the auto occupancies were 
estimated. Note: auto occupancies for football events at stadiums in 
the U.S.A. are generally higher than those noted above. As noted in 

the I1.T.E. Informational Report, they range from 2.5 to 3.8 persons per 
auto. 


that the average number of trips generated for a nockey game would be 15,000 
and that the maximum number of trips at an arena would be generated by a 


circus or a concert and could be as high as 18,000 person trips. 


In an manner similar to the examination done for an arena complex, 
the typical generation characteristics for a stadium complex have also been 


identified. These are listed in Exhibit 1F3 in the text. 


From this exhibit it may be seen that pro football is the major 
trip generating event among those events regularly occurring at a stadium. 
For an assumed 40,000 seat stadium in Hamilton for the trip characteristics 
shown in Exhibit 1F3, it is estimated that from 7,600 to 13,500 automobile 
trips could be generated by a stadium for a typical pro football game 
depending upon the degree to which the capacity of the stadium is utilized 
and the auto occupancy rate assumed. With the exception of rock concert 
events, pro football regularly generates far greater numbers of automobile 
trips than do any other events for which a.stadium is used. Sineeenaier 
rock concert events are expected to occur infrequently, it is recommended 
that: the transportation infrastructure requirements for a stadium should be 


designed around expected crowds and trips generated by pro football] games. 


It is expected that an average pro football crowd at a 40,000 
seat stadium in Hamilton would typically be up to 75% of the capacity of the 
stadium. This translates to an average of 30,000 person trips per footbal] 
game. Since the stadium capacity is 40,000 seats, it is possible that a 
maximum of up to 40,000 person trips could be generated from such a stadium 


complex on occasion. 
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For the purposes of analysis, it has been assumed that an arena 
would generate an average of 15,000 person trips per regularly occurring 
event up to a maximum of 18,000 person trips and that a stadium would 


generate an average of 30,000 person trips up to a maximum of 40,000 person 


trips: 


1.2 Modal Split 

Modal Split is defined as the proportion of trip makers travelling 
by the transit mode versus those travelling by the automobile mode. In 
this analysis the transportation infrastructure which has been examined 
reflects both existing and proposed system elements in Hamilton. The 
proposed transit system elements which have been analyzed include a north- 
south intermediate capacity transit system (ICTS) line serving the Hamilton 
mountain area north into downtown Hamilton. The proposed road system 
includes all freeway and expressway elements planned and commited to be 
constructed within a ten-year horizon. These elements include the Mountain 
Freeway connecting Highway 403 to the Red Hill Creek area, the Red Hill 
Creek Freeway connecting the Mountain Freeway to the QEW, and the Industrial 


Perimeter Road connecting Highway 403 to Burlington Street. 


Estimates of modal split were made for various locations through- 
out Hamilton as a function of facility location and assumed road and 
transit service level. One fixed road system was assumed in this analysis. 
This system included all proposed roadway elements up to the year 1990. Two 
levels of transit system service were assumed in this analysis. These 
levels were: conventional transit witn no ICTS and conventional transit 


service with an ICTS line. Modal split was estimated on the basis of likely 


TRANSIT 


SYSTEM 


Conventional 
CN Oe G 28 os) 


With 
Puce soe 


(1) Modal split is calculated as the ratio of estimated transit demand divided by the 
facility attendance which is assumed to range from 15-18,000 persons for an arena 


FACILITY 
LOCATION 


EXHIBIT 1F4 


ESTIMATED MODAL SPLIT AS A FUNCTION 
OF FACILITY LOCATION AND SERVICE 
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and 30-40,000 for a stadium. 


11,100 
2,050 
74700 
95/750 
LSS TE 
7,700 
95015 


% ) 


STADIUM 


4-6 


18-24 


hee ie) 


BOTH 


25-32 


levels of utilization of transit system service for geographic sectors of 
the City. Estimates of the available transit capacity for typical week 
night service to three sectors were identified based on existing scheduled 
service and anticipated ICTS service where applicable. The three sectors 
for which estimates of transit capacity were made were: the CBD, the inner 
city which is an area approximately three to four miles in radius from the 
CBD, and suburban locations in Hamilton which were assumed to be all other 


locations outside the inner city. 


Exhibit 1F4 summarizes the estimates that were made of sector modal 
split as a function of facility location and service. Existing available 
transit capacity for Ivor Wynne Stadium was estimated based upon 
discussions with Hamilton Street Railway (H.S.R.) staff regarding regularly 
occurring bus service to Ivor Wynne Stadium to service football games and 
other areas of the City. This service includes regularly scheduled buses, 
extra buses put on for football games- and chartered buses. These estimates 
appear in Exhibit 1F4 under the facility location termed inner city and under 
the type of service listed as scheduled buses, extra buses and chartered 
buses. Herein it was assumed that ten charter buses with an average ridership 
of 40 passengers per bus are available for football games. It was also 
assumed that there are approximately 18 regularly scheduled buses servicing 
Ivor Wynne Stadium for football games with an average ridership travelling to 
and from the stadium of 50 passengers per bus and that a further ten extra 
buses are regularly put into service with an average ridership of stadium 
destined or originating passengers of 75 passengers per bus. The available 


capacity of scheduled bus operations elsewhere in the city reflects the 


\ 


number of buses currently scheduled to service typical CBD and suburban areas 
under the assumption that a capacity of 50 passengers per bus is available 


to provide service for trip makers destined to or from an arena and/or stadium 


complex. 


The estimate of transit demand reflects an estimate of an degree 
to wnich the available transit capacity will be utilized by trip makers 
travelling to or from the arena or stadium complex. The modal split values 
appearing in Exhibit 1F4 simply reflect the number of estimated transit riders 
utilizing available transit capacity divided by the assumed facility 
attendance. In the case of transit system service with an ICTS Line, itahas 
been assumed that a transit capacity.on the ICTS line of 7,700 passengers 
per hour per direction would be available for service to and from an arena 
or a stadium facility located in the ICTS corridor. The sites which have 
been assumed to be potential candidates for ICTS service are all the sites 
in the CBD including site numbers 6, pesiee 14, 18, and 19. It has also been 
assumed that it is possible to serve site number 4 in the inner city with 
direct ICTS service and it is also possible to serve site number 2 in the 
suburbs with ICTS service. The estimated utilization for sites served by 
the ICTS line varies from 50% of service capacity in the CBD to 25% of 
service capacity for sites in the suburbs. In all cases it has been assumed 
in Exhibit 1F4 that the numbers of transit riders utilizing the transit system 
service would be identical for trip makers going to either an arena or 
stadium complex. Thus the modal split for trip makers travelling to an 
arena is much greater than that for trip makers travelling to a stadium for 


a facility located in the same geographic area. 


EXHIBIT UF5 


EXISTING & POTENTIAL OFF-STREET PARKING SUPPLY 


SITE OFF-STREET PARKING SUPPLY 
EXTG (1) AREA POTENTIAL ON-SITE (2) TOTAL OF EXISTING + POTENTIAL 
SITE SUPPLY (ACRES) ARENA STADIUM BOTH ARENA STADIUM BOTH 
1 0 29.2 3510 3075 2350 3510 3075 2350 
2 0 40.0 5075 4640 3915 5075 4640 3915 
3 0 130.0 18,125 17,690 16,965 18125 17,690 16,965 
4 0 2B 2335 P00 75 2335 1900 1175 
5 0 18.0 1885 1450 725 1885 1450 725 
6 6700 4.0 0 0 0 6700 6700 6700 
7 6100 ee 480 45 0 6580 6145 6100 
8 1000 18.0 1885 1450 725 2885 2450 1725 
9 2300 19.5 2100 1670 940 4400 3970 3240 
10 0 4.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
11 2300 26.0 3045 2610 1885 5345 4910 4185 
12 2000 25.0 2900 2465 1740 4900 4465 3740 
i3 6200 
7 5100 9.8 695 260 0 6895 6460 6200 
15 0 20.0 2175 1740 1015 2175 1740 1015 
16 0 30.0 3625 3190 2465 3625 3190 2465 
17 0 230.0 32,625. 32,190 31,465 32,625 32,190 31,465 
18 6000 7e4 350 ay 0 6350 6000 6000 
19 4900 6.0 145 aes 4145 4000 | 4000 


(1) From. 1976 City of Hamilton Report "Report on Coliseum for City of Hamilton" 
updated for the C8D from a 1978 City of Hamilton Parking Inventory 
Map. All parking spaces for the CBD sites reflect the availability 
of off-street parking within 0.5 miles of the site in question. 


(2) Estimates of the potential at-grade parking per site assuming the 
site areas given in the exhibit and the following additional assumptions: 
land requirements for an arena = 5a, for a stadium = 8a and parking 
Spaces available per residual acre = 145 Spaces/acre. 


1F-3 


Each of the 19 sites examined was categorized according to its 
facility location and service. Exhibit 1F4 was then used to determine the 
modal split per site. These modal splits were then used to estimate the 
numbers of trip makers who would travel by the transit and automobile modes 
to either an arena or a stadium complex or to a combined arena/stadium 


complex. 


13 Trafic Impact 


The traffic impact was identified in terms of the degree to which 
the road system capacity in the vicinity of the site being examined could 
adequately handle the vehicular traffic expected to be generated from develap- 
ment on that site. Estimates of vehicle trips to the site were based upon 
the previous trip generation estimates, the modal split estimates, and an 


assumed vehicle occupancy per vehicle trip. 


As identified in Exhibit 1F3 typical ranges of automobile occupancies 
per pro football games observed at several locations in Canada are two to 
three persons per automobile. An average value of 2.5 persons per automobile 
has been assumed for vehicle trips to a 40,000 seat stadium in Hamilton. 

This value may be compared to typical values of.two persons per automobile 
observed for Exhibition Stadium in Toronto, a value of 2.6 persans per 
automobile observed for Lansdowne Park in Ottawa, and a value of 2.9 
observed for the P.N.E. Stadium in Vancouver. Each of these vehicle 
occupancy estimates was obtained from the respective transportation planning 
departments for the aforementioned municipalities. Vehicle Occupancies for 
events at arenas were assumed for the purposes of this analysis to be 


identical to those for stadium events. 
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The estimates of vehicle trips generated in this way per site 
appear in Exhibits 1F6 and 1F7 in the text. The capacity of the road system around 
each of the sites being examined was identified in two ways. The road system 
capacity was identified for two conditions: existing and potential. The 
existing system was identified from discussions with City of Hamilton 
Engineering Department staff and from field examinations of the sites in 
question. Potential road system capacity was identified assuming that all 
Proposed arterial, expressway, and freeway elements planned for the period 
up to 1990 would be in place to provide service-to the sites in question and 
that maximum access from these elements to these facilities could be put in 


place. 


The capacity of the road systems serving each of the sites was 
measured in terms of the number of equivalent one-way arterial roads. The 
following assumptions were made with respect to roadway lane capacity: 

e arterial equals 800 VPHPD (vehicles per hour per direction) 


e expressway equals 1200 VPHPD 


r) freeway equals 1600 VPHPD 


The supply of one-way arterial lanes identified from this analysis 
for both the existing and potential road systems is identified in the text 


in Exhibits 1F6 and 1F7. 


1.4 Parking Availability 


The number of parking spaces required for each site for each type 
of facility development is equal to the number of vehicle trips generated 


by each site and each development scenario. These numbers are shown in the 


yq0g 
9 9 9 2G) 9 wNtpeys 
Sy] owes Sy owes Sy} awes Sy aues SV} auies Sy aules euauy 
b0l-2 au 79m £4 22-9 2e rg 92 9€ | v2 89 PLU-GZL Ae b-b OE] 9EpL Zeb Ge yq09 
Welz 6 ei 95-29 ies | Ze 2¢ EL 89 v2 89 A ed Am bf ard Se a Pal oe b2= el win LpeIrs 
Na oe Ae Se a 9 -b ze ze £l ee ee 89 eb ue “Te Ott ae | ee Sb- Ob euasy 
SULP4, SosSng] SULeay Sasng 
812-99] 2°0 0 82-12 9 l el 9¢ 8° L2-9°9L -b' lb] OE 8- 9 yqog 
CSG ORL LEG 0 O2-bL 9 L 9¢ 9€ €SI-ELL oo 82] Bl 9- ¥ wntpers 
$9 -6°S9. | 6° 0 Gz ) l 9€ 9€ G°9 -£°S i 2B) BU al'-=t01 euasy 
9°6l-b bl} 2° 0 G2-81L 8 S gl el v2 9€ 9°6L-v' bl 6v- 9E} 0°6 O2- SL y10g 
Vi Ol ect 0 Bice 8 S 6 9€ v2 9€ 2°bl-2°OL =|S°SE-S°S2] Gib St wnipers 
PiGeee: he hak 2 0 e 3 8 S 6 OF a). bz 9¢ ASE 25 eS" C1-S "OR. xe 0E> SZ euauy 
SULPA] Sasng}] suLeu, sasng , 
Pede=Z-011-0 21 0 82-22 6 p 20g 
FGIEI UL Ee eA 0 02-Sl 6 b l al L a wn tpers 
Oe eos L'8l 0 Gk 6 v sy joules Sy auies sy joes sy owes PudUYy 
8°02-9°SL| 6°E 0 92-02 “él € vl Ov v2 02 8°02-9°SL G>-6E1> 99 CLE sOE yqog 
8 Vl-BOL] 9b 0 6L-vl Zl ae l 02 v2 02 8° vl-8°OL ie> iy Ol wntpeys 
Oo =8r¥ Vas 0 8 -9 Zl € l 02 eee 9 -8°b Si= agp de Oge ol euaay 
SULPA} Sasng] SULeu] Ssasng 
beger 2 Ul jay 2 0 B2-22 8 2 Ob 02 <8 “eter e sl 95> Ep 2 Gb -S'E yiog 
GEGUEOF UL [al £ 0 02-Sl 8 4 02 02 9°St-9' LL 6£- 62 L CerG: z wnLpedys 
8°9 -9¢ 1 G'E 0 6 -L 8 z 02 02 8°9 -9°G (i ot l Lae euady 
a Odds bg) | "q0g | 69x94 | puewag Riddng (s,000) SOLIUA}aEsueay (%) ALT MOV 
puewsg | —Ajddng | _—puewiag Aiddig wNON7SIsNG SdIUL JVOINGA 5,000) 111dS WwaoW 
oe JINdS_OND RWG SANVT_AVH= INO CELE 


pisses SO IIO sl OUI) Bi Gs 
ALIVWOVA ONY ILTS AD LOVAWT NOTLVLUOdSNVYL 


Z4t LISTHX3 


num 
boys sae) 


AIAN 
ort 


ooo 


Bde-¢¢ 
02-Sl 
(er 


92-02 
6l-vL 
Bag 


82-e¢ 
OceSt 
Gosh 


8¢d-1¢ 
O¢e-bl 
GE 


S\/| auies 


sy] awes 


sy] awes 


“Ai ddns 


ag 
SY owes 


) 
SY auies 


2h 
Sy auies 


“il 
SY aues 


“Q2- 
l 


-8 


al 
Sy awes 


°G 
SY aUies 


0¢-9 St 
“bL-B8°OL 
ee oeU 


uLyted jo sasoduind ayz soj} paurquwos|usaq aaey pl 
4} S$s9dde 0} paulinbaw st “y/sasnq bz Jo aLzINYs Isnq y 


9 
Sy aes 


“9g 
Sy owes 


“ 
Sy awes 


cL 
Sy awes 


“Ag 
Le 
Sila 


Ome 


jal 
Sy aes 


aS 


Cl =aOt 


O25 Ev 


Sy auies 


ue ¢| SOVUS 
:37dN 


yyog 
wnipers 
euauy 


Wyo 
wnLpeys 
euauy 


yyog 
wNLpeys 
euauy 


40g 
wntpeys 
puasy 


4709 
wnipeqs 
euauy 


Yq0g 
wnt peys 
euauy 


470g 
wnt pers 
euauy 


“bl 


mel 


“A 


ell 


“OL 


“(§,000) SJOVdS ONINIVd 
SINIWIVINOIY JUNLONYLSVYINT NOLLVIYOdSNVYL 


0d] °64X3 
=a Ajdangs 


puewag 


esol. Jat 
6 b 
6 v 
6 v 
tl 9 8 9€ 
vl 9 v 9€ 
vl 9 b k £S3 9 
SULPUY cyanea SULeAL Sasng 
Sl l 
Sl l l 
Sl L Sy aules 
9l 9 
9l 91 S 
9l 9 sy jauies 
“40g 1 “b4x9 pueuisag ‘Ky ddns 
| YNOH7SASAG 


Ajddnsg | 
SINWA_AVM-3NO 


(s,000) 
SdIUL JIOINIA 


SILILYOA| PLSued] (%) 
1J1dS 1WdOW 


SdIUL NOSYId 


ALI VOWS 


(°S°1°9°1 HLIM) 


RLLMOVS GNV JLIS AD LOVdWI] NOTIVIMOdSNVYL 


Z4t LISTHXa 


DES CeCOn Vale Olav 4yq0g 
Sle li6 Onis | S00 “9 “9 9 “9 wnt peys 
Slee tee \"b | O°b S\y awes Sy ales awes SY aues euduy 
CIS Arce Or SEE 05 9 4jog 
neil 16 OF OF) Oi9 9 9 9 unt pezs 
Spe bee bg 0°9 Sy owes “SY aules sy awes euauy 
VRE HAN, Salis 0 82-22 470g 
I ON ees 0 0¢-Sl at il al WALEPRIS 
g°9 -9°S 9° 2E 0 6 -Z Sy] aules Sy auies SY aues euauy 
Vitcce Celie Gn c 0 8¢e-2¢ 410g 
DES SO Uae cet 0 O0¢2-Sl l at “t WINE PezS 
8°9 -9°S Os 0 6 -L sy alles Sy ales aUeS Sy aes euUaly 
Se SHYT Oat 0 Le-ke 8 08 be 02 Goch Gt 410g 
CoS lee Las | 0 6l-vl b Ob be 02 Ceo tec mal WALPeIsS 
LD SEAS 2d 0 Gad v Ob ve Oc v9 -2°S euddy 
suteu] sasng | sULea, Sasng 
2 yaa - “puoi | Aydda ~(s,000) (4) ALTWOV 
Jog! IG puewog l S ' 
puewag |———xjddng | ~— puewag YNOH7S ISN SdIUL JIINGA Lids IWGOW 


SINV 1 AWM- INO 


SdIUL NOSYAd 


("S°459%1 HLIM) 


ALIVISVS GNV JLIS AD LOVdWT NOLIVIYOdSNVUL 


Z£4t LISTHX4 


1F-10 


text in Exhibits 1F6 and 1F7 under the columns labelled vehicle trips and atso 


under parking space demand. 


The actual parking impact of development of each site was measured 
as a function of the degree to which the parking demand could be accommodated 
by existing or potential supply of parking spaces. The supply of parking 
Spaces was identified in two ways. The existing supply was calculated from 
a parking inventory conducted for the City in 1976 and documented by the City 
in "Report on Coliseum for City of Hamilton" \2) , This parking inventory was 
supplemented by the Consultant from information released by the City on 
parking spaces in the CBD for 19762) and 1978 and from discussions with 
traffic engineering staff of the City and staff from the City of Hamilton 
Parking Authority as to more recent changes in the parking inventory from 
1978 to date in the City. All estimates of parking pertain to off-street 
parking supply only. A second measure of parking ea was identified in 
terms of the potential parking supply that could be provided at each site 


should that site be developed. 


The potential of each site to provide on-site parking was estimated 
as a function of the site area and the type of facility: to be developed on 
that site. The site area and land requirements for facility development are 
listed in the text in Exhibit 1F5. Herein it has been assumed that the land 
requirements for the development of an arena would be five acres, for a 
stadium, eight acres, for both an arena and stadium, 13 acres, and that any 
residual land remaining would be available for parking. The figures listed in 
Exhibit 1F5 reflect the number of at-grade parking spaces that could be built 
on the residual land for each site assuming 300 square feet per parking space 


or 145 parking spaces per acre. 
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The total number of existing and potential parking places for 


each of the 19 sites for each development scenario is listed in Exhibit 1F5. 


The parking information appearing in Exhibits 1F6 & 1F7 in the text 
Summarizes both the supply and demand for parking spaces for each site. The 
existing supply reflects that in existence today. The potential parking 
Space supply reflects the sum of the existing parking spaces and those at- 
grade parking spaces that could be constructed at each site under the 
different development scenarios. No consideration as to the utilization of 
these parking spaces by other users is reflected in the numbers appearing 
in Exhibits 1F6 & 1F7. An assessment of the degree to which the available supply 
could be utilized by trip makers to an arena, stadium, or combined arena/ 


stadium complex is addressed in the Evaluation Analysis section. 


2. EVALUATION ANALYSIS 


The evaluation analysis involved two distinct tasks. These are a 
selection of appropriate criteria with which to assess the transportation 
impact of development of an arena, stadium, or arena/stadium complex at each 


of the 19 sites and the ranking of these sites according to criteria scores. 


2.1 Criteria Selection 
Three criteria were selected: 
r) Modal Split 
r) Traffic Impact 
@ Parking Availability 


Each of the 19 sites was evaluated with respect to the level of modal split 
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possible with the site developed as an arena, a stadium, or an arena/stadium 
complex. Values on a scale of one to ten were assigned to each site according 
to the level of modal split achieved under each of the development scenarios. 
A value of ten was assigned to modal splits in the range of 40%-48% and a 
value of one was assigned to modal splits in the range of 2.5%-3%. Any modal 
split value per site per development scenario falling within this range was 
established on a prorata basis. Any sites and development scenarios with 


a modal split of zero were assigned a criterion value of zero. 


The traffic impact criterion was used to identify the extent to 
which the road system in the vicinity of the site in question could accom- 
modate the traffic demand imposed upon it by utilization of that site for an 
arena and/or stadium complex. This was measured as the ratio of demand 
versus capacity in terms of number of lanes. For any site and development 
Scenario with adequate existing roadway capacity, a value of ten was assigned. 
For any site wnich presently does not nave adequate roadway capacity to 
accommodate the demand, but has the potential roadway capacity es LS Pe 
the demands, a value of seven was assigned. A value of one was assigned to 
the site with the lowest ratio of demand to capacity and all other sites and 
development scenarios were prorated between this value and a highest potential 
value for tnat site. For the cases where two values arose due to the 
application of this procedure to establish a value for the existing roadway 
capacity and a value for the potential roadway capacity, the higher of the 


two values was accepted. 


The third evaluation criteriondealing with parking availabiiity 


was calculated in terms of the value measures in a manner similar to that 
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for the traffic impact criterion. An assessment was made of the degree to 
which the supply of Parking would be available to accommodate demand. For 

the CBO sites, it was assumed that at least 70% of the off-street parking 
would be available to trip makers to/from an arena and/or stadium complex. 
This estimate is based upon the parking supply and usage figures quoted for 
On-street and off-street downtown parking in the 1976 report "Central District 


Parking Study". 


2.2 Ranking of Sites 


Sites were ranked according to the cumulative accessibility score 
established from the application and scoring of each of the evaluation 
criteria to each site. A site with maximum scores of ten for each of the 
evaluation criterion was given an accessibility score of 30. This represents 
the highest possible value accorded a site and indicates that that site has 
the best transit accessibility of all groups of aoe considered as categorized 
according to Exhibit 1F4, has adequate existing roadway cabacity requiring no 
further roadway improvements, and has adequate existing levels of off-street 


parking without developing further on-site parking spaces. 


Sites with lower values than tne maximum accessibility score of 30 
reflect varying degrees of transportation infrastructure inadequacies; the 


lower the accessibility score for a site, the greater the level of inadequacies. 


The actual rank of each site scenario is listed in Exhibits 1F8, 1F9. 
and 1F10 in the text for the use of a site as an arena, stadium or combined 
arena and stadium complex, respectively. Also shown for each site are the 
corresponding evaluation criterion value for modal split, traffic impact, and 


parking availability, and the total cumulative value for the three evaluation 
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criteria together. 


3. CONCLUSIONS 


sites Numbers 6. 7,13, 145 18. and_19 

These downtown sites are clearly preferrable from a transportation 
accessibility perspective to any other sites considered. However, adequate 
land is not available for the development of either a stadium or an arena/ 
stadium complex on these sites. Thus these sites are only preferrable as 
potential sites for an arena facility, and among these sites, site 19 is 
slightly less desirable than are the others. Each of these sites may 
achieve a high modal split with ICTS service available and reasonable levels 
of modal split without ICTS service. There is no traffic impact problem 
resulting from an arena being constructed on any of these sites. There is 
generally adequate parking available at these sites with site 19 having 


slightly less parking available than the other sites. 


Site Number 17 

This site is the most desirable site for a stadium complex. The 
major attributes of this site are that there is the potential to provide 
adequate parking and adequate access in terms of the demand versus capacity 
on the road system. This latter attribute results primarily from the major 
freeway elements proposed in the vicinity of the site. The most significant 
drawback of this site is its very low modal split since it is located on 
the periphery of urban development in the Hamilton area and does not currently 


have nor is likely to have in the future high levels of transit service. 
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Site Number 8 


This site, the Ivor Wynne Stadium site, is the next most desirable 
location in terms of transportation accessibility for a stadium Facility. 
The major transportation attribute of this site is the abundance of roadway 
capacity of the transportation system in the vicinity of the site. The 
existing road system can accommodate expected levels of vehicular traffic to 
and from the site for an expanded stadium seating 40,000 patrons. The major 
drawback of the site is a relatively low level of potential modal split. for 
an expanded facility notwithstanding the fact that it is better in this regard 
than any other site outside of the CBD not served by an ICTS line. Parking 


supply in the immediate vicinity of the site is inadequate. 


Site Number 3 

This site is marginally less attractive in total accessibijity score 
than is-site.8. It is attractive Primarily due to the high potential on-site 
parking capabilities of this site. The road system in the vicinity of the 
site is currently inadequate to accommodate projected stadium generated 
traffic and will even be inadequate after the Proposed roadway improvements 
in the area, that is the construction of the Mountain Freeway and Red Hil] 
Creek Freeway, are completed. The potential modal split to this site is very 


low being less than 3%. 


Site Numbers 2, 9, and 16 

These sites are considerably less attractive as stadium sites than 
the aforementioned sites. The potential modal split of these suburban 
locations would be extremely low. Neither site has existing or potential 
adequate supplies of parking for a stadium complex. Site 9 has access to 


approximately 2300 parking spaces in Confederation Park but has residual 
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land available only for 200 more parking spaces whereas a minimum additional 
amount of 9300 spaces is required. Site 2 has no existing parking but has 
residual land on site 2 to Provide for 4600 at-grade parking spaces which is 
7000 spaces less than the minimum number of parking spaces required for a 
Stadium at this location. The traffic demand at these sites from a stadium 
could largely be accommodated by potential road improvements at site 2 and 
entirely accommodated at site 9. Site number 16°15, similar to site 2 in 
accessibility score with the exception that less potential on-site parking 


is available at this site (only 3200 spaces). 


Site Numbers 1, 10, 11, and 12 


These sites are less desirable sites for a stadium than any of the 
previous sites. All four sites rank very low in terms of their modal split 
potential (less than 6% modal split). Only approximately 40% of the required 
11,600 parking spaces may be provided at sites ll and 12 from existing and 
potential parking areas. At site 10 no existing off-street parking exists 
nor is their sufficient land at site 10 to provide for any Scene parking 
on-site. Site 1 is marginally poorer than either sites 11 and 12 in terms 
of parking supply. Sites 1, ll and 12 provide similar but inadequate levels 
of roadway capacity versus demand. Each site has the potential of providing 
approximately 70% of the required roadway capacity provided that proposed 
major roadway elements (Mountain Freeway and Red Hill Creek Freeway) are 
constructed. Site 10 will have adequate road capacity once the Industrial 


Perimeter Road is completed as proposed. 


Site Numbers 4, 5, and 15 


These sites are ranked the worst from a transportation perspective 
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as potential sites for a stadium complex. Each site has only a very low 
modal split potential (less than 6%) except under the condition of an ICTS 
line servicing site 4 directly or site 15 with a park and ride service. 

No existing parking is available among any of these sites for stadium use 
and only a very small amount (approximately 1500-1900) of the required 
minimum number of 11,600 parking spaces may be constructed as at-grade 
parking on the sites proper. Roadway capacity both existing and potential 
at these sites is inadequate to serve a stadium complex. With substantial 
roadway improvements including the construction of the Mountain Freeway, 
only up to 60% of the vehicular trip demand generated by a stadium could 


be accommodated by the proposed road systems around each site. 
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Group 


156 Front Street West 
6th Floor 
Toronto, Canada 


MSu 2L6 
September 10, 1980 (418) 596-1930 


Mr. J.R. Jones 

Secretary, Board of Control 
City Hall 

Hamilton, Ontario 


Dear Mr. Jones: 


Stadium/Arena Feasibility Study 


In accordance with the terms of reference for this study and our proposal 
dated June 17, 1980, we are pleased to submit our final report. This 

report presents our findings in terms of public opinion, market estimates, 
site comparisons, design concepts, financial/operations analyses, economic 
and other impacts, and related issues. In accordance with the terms of 
reference, Phase 1 of the study focussed on an initial assessment of markets, 
sites, facilities and financial considerations, as well as a public opinion 
poll, to draw interim conclusions regarding the desirability and feasibility 
of new stadium/arena facilities for Hamilton. Following review of our inter- 
jm conclusions at the end of July, the Steering Committee decided that we 
should proceed with Phase 2, comprising more detailed assessment of markets, 
sites, design concepts, financial/operations requirements, economic and other 
impacts and final conclusions and recommendations. 


Reflecting this structure, two volumes of detailed appendices accompany this 
report: the Phase 1 Appendices describing work carried out in July and the 
Phase 2 Appendices describing the more detailed work leading to this final 
report. Overall results of the study are summarized in the Summary Report. 


In particular, our conclusions and recommendations are summarized in Section 
7 of the Summary Report. We find that the public surveys, market analysis, 
site comparison, design concepts and financial/operations/economic analyses 
support the desirability and feasibility of a new arena/trade centre and a 
new or improved stadium provided suitable financing can be arranged. If 
funding can be arranged, a new stadium, located on the mountain south-east 
of Limeridge Road and Upper Wentworth Street, would be preferable, but an 
expanded/refurbished Ivor Wynne Stadium would also be suitable. Such a new 
or improved stadium with at least 40,000 seats, is essential to the continued 
viability of a CFL football team in Hamilton and to the obtaining of an NHL 
team without a territorial payment to the Toronto Maple Leafs. At least 50% 
Federal/Provincial funding seems likely for a combined arena/trade centre 
facility and similar financial support may be forthcoming for a new or im- 
proved stadium. The preferred site for the arena/trade centre is on the 
east side of Bay Street North between King Street West and Merrick Street, 
adjacent to Jackson Square and operated jointly with the existing Convention 


iB! is a group of comoanies practic:ing professional consulting and is affiliated with 
Beinnaker/|nwin Associates Arcnitects, Engineers 
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Centre. An NHL team is central to the-financial feasibility of the new 
arena/trade centre and there seems to be a reasonable Prospect that private 
interests would purchase an existing NHL team for Hamilton if a suitable 
facility were available. If 50% senior government funding is obtained, the 
remaining municipal share would cost the average municipal tax payer in 
Hamilton approximately $1.00 - $1.75 per month in additional taxes. 


Substantial economic benefits, in terms of more jobs and increased income 
to residents, businesses and the City of Hamilton through tax revenues, 
would flow from the new facilities. Social benefits would also result 
including improved availability of facilities for amateur sports and 
community events, as well as the availability of sporting/recreational/ 
trade show events within Hamilton. We believe that considerable civic 
pride and momentum would be generated by these developments. 


Should the City of Hamilton decide to proceed with the stadium and arena/ 
trade centre, negotiations should be pressed regarding senior government 
funding and the obtaining of an NHL team for Hamilton. Depending on the 
results and timing of such negotiations, more detailed planning and design 
of the facilities could proceed, such that the new facilities could be in 
operation by the summer/fall of 1984 or an expanded/refurbished Ivor Wynne 
Stadium by the summer of 1983. 


The purpose of this report is to provide information on the desirability, 
feasibility, nature/location, and financial/economic operational attri- 
butes of major arena/stadium facilities for the City of Hamilton. We 
trust that the report fulfills these purposes and will assist the City in 
these important decisions. 


We acknowledge with thanks the close co-operation received from the Steering 
Committee, City and Regional officials, promotors and facility operators who 
provided information, and members of the public who responded to the public 
surveys. The findings and recommendations of the study have drawn upon this 
assistance but are the responsibility of the consultant team. 


We appreciate this opportunity to assist the City of Hamilton, and look for- 
ward..to discussing the report and its implications with the Committee and 
Council in the near future. 

Yours very truly, 


IBI GROUP 


Vere. 


Neal A. Irwin 
Managing Director 
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PURPOSE 


Aiter careful discussions with personnel from IBI Group and 


Goldfarb Consultants, a research study was planned and executed. 


The overall purpose of the study was to survey people in 
Hamilton and the surrounding area concerning the leisure time events 
they had attended in the last year in Hamilton, Toronto, Kitchener and 


Buffalo, and to ascertain the expenditures associated with those events. 


Secondly, the study was designed to obtain a reading on expected 
behaviour regarding leisure events assuming Hamilton had a facility to — 


allow the events to be held there. 
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META ODGLoOCy 


The study was conducted by telephone between August 29th and 
September 2nd 1980. The sample was one-half male and one-half female, 


and all respondents were fourteen years of age or older. 


The total sample was composed of two sub-samples. From the 
Primary Market Area of Hamilton, Ancaster, Dundas » Burlington, Grimsby 
and Stoney Creek a total of four hundred respondents were drawn. Another 
two hundred and fifteen respondents were drawn from the Secondary Market 
Area of Oakville, Guelph, Cambridge, Waterloo, St. Chatherines, 


Brantford, Niagara Falls and Welland. 


The population in each sample is Proportional to the contribution 


each city or municipality makes to the overall population. 


At a 95% confidence level, the Primary sample is accurate to 
within plus or minus 5%, and the Secondary sample is accurate to within 


plus or minus 7.1%. 


The results of the study have been presented in the form of a 


computer printout. 
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GOLDFARB CONSULTANTS 


PROJECT # 809068 


Good morning/afternoon/evening. My name is 

of Goldfarb Consultants, a national survey research company. 
We are conducting a survey conceming how people spend their 
time and would appreciate just a few mintues of your time. May 
I ask you a few questions? Thank you. 


Respondent is ... 


Male (10-1 Female (2 
CHECK YOUR QUOTA srel 
TERMINATE IF NECESSARY 


In which of the following age categories do you fall? 


Under 14 [| TERMINATE | 

14-17 ill-l1 CHECK QUOTA; TERMINATE 
18 = 24 IF NECESSARY. 

25 = 34 C3 

35 - 44 C4 

45 - 64 Cis 


65 or over C6 
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Now, suppose Hamilton had a facility that would allow each of 
the following events to be held in Hamilton. Assuming the costs 
associated with each one are as I read them to you, please answer 
the following questions: 


a) 


b) 


¢) 


d) 


e) 


g) 


h) 


lf Hamilton had a National Hockey League team and 
45 National Hockey League games were held a year 
in Hamilton, would you buy a season ticket at $450 
for the season? y 


Yes Ci38-1 No C2 


If Hamilton had a National Hockey League team and 
45 National Hockey League games were held a year 

in Hamilton, how many games would you attend at $10 
per seat per game? 


39-40 None (141-9 


lf Hamilton had a Junior Hockey League team and 45 
Junior Hockey League games were held a year in 
Hamilton, would you buy a season ticket at $180 for 
the season? 


Yes (42-1 No me 
lf Hamilton had a Junior Hockey League team and 
45 Junior Hockey League games were held a year 


in Hamilton, how many games would you attend 
at $4 perseat per game? ; 


43-44 None (045-9 


lf 20 pro wrestling events were held in Hamilton a 
year, how many would you attend at $5.50 a seat? 


46-47 None (148-9 
lf 5 closed circuit soccer games were shown a year 
in Hamilton, how many would you attend at $15 a 


seat per game? 


50- None (51-9 


Lf 10 NBA pro basketball games were held a year in 
Hamilton, how many would you attend at $9.50 a seat 
per game ? 


$2- None (53-9 


lf 20 professional summer lacrosse matches were 
held in Hamilton a year, how many would you attend 
at $4.00 a seat per match? 


54-55 None (iS6-9 


k) 


1) 


m) 


°) 


p) 


q) 


If 20 professional wiater lacrosse matches were held 
in Hamilton a year, how many would you attend at 
$4.00 a seat per match? 


$7-58 None [159-9 


If 10 roller derby events were held in Hamilton a year, 
how many would you attend at $4.00 a seat per event? 


60- None [61-9 


lf 9 indoor soccer games were held in Hamilton a year, 
how many would you attend at $5 a seat per game? 


62- None [63-9 


If 3 closed circuit boxing events were shown in Hamilton 
a year, how many would you attend at $17.50 a seat 
per event? 


64- None (165-9 


If 3 Indoor tennis matches were held In Hamilton a year, 
how many would you attend at $10 a seat per match ? 


66- None (1167-9 


If 6 closed circuit soccer games were shown in Hamilton 
a year, how many would you attend at $15 a seat per 
game? 

68- None [69-9 


If 24 ice shows Like the Ice Capades were held In 
Hamilton a year, how many would you attend at $7 a 
seat per show? 


70-71 None []72-9 


lf 7 circuses were held in Hamilton a year, how many 
would you attend at $6 a seat per circus ? 


73- None (74-9 


If 20 musical concerts covering all types of music 
were held in Hamilton a year, how many concerts 
would you attend at $10 a seat per concert ? 


75-76 None [77-9 
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c) If 10 exhibitions like the Home Show, Boat Show, etc. 
were held in Hamilton a year, how many would you 
attend at $3.50 each? 


78- None (79-9 


s) If the Harlem Glovetrotters came to Hamilton once a year, 
would you attend at $6.50 4 seat? 


Yes Cs0-1 No my 


t) If 2 ethnic interest shows were held in Hamilton a year, 
how many would you attend at $12.00 a show ? 


*10- None [11-9 L2iac5 


Se lf Hamilton had a facility that would allow each of the following events 
to be held in Hamilton, would you: 


{) also go to another city such as Toronto, Buffalo, 
Niagara Falls, Kitchener-Waterloo to see it, or 
would you only attend such events in Hamilton 
or would you not attend at all In Hamilton or 
elsewhere? 


11) FOR EACH ONE THAT RESPCNDENT WOULD GC TO 
ANOTHER CITY TO SEE,ASK -- How many times 
a year would you go to another city to see 


Would not Number of times 
Would go Would only attend would go to 
to another city goin Hamilton anywhere another city 


—— 


National Hockey 


League Games (13-1 Fig [13 14-15 
Junior Hockey League 

Games (116-1 ig G3 17-18 
Pro Wrestling (119-1 ways m3 20-21 
Closed circuit soccer (122-1 ey 3 23- 
NBA Basketball (124-1 fez C3 25- 
Professional Summer 

Lacrosse 026-1 C2 C3 27- 
Professional Winter 

Lacrosse (]28-1 paz 03 29- 
Roller Derby (130-1 fale Ci3 31- 
Indoor Soccer (J32-1 C2 3 33- 
Closed Circuit Boxing (()34-1 fj2 Cis 3S- 
Indoor tennis (136-1 C2 C3 37- 
Ice Shows C) 38-1 C12 ra 39- 
Circuses C) 40-1 [2 43 41- 
Musical Concerts (CD 42-1 (42 C3 43- 
Exhibitions (441 ma Pots 45- 
Harlem Globetrotters Cj] 46-1 (2 C3 47- 
Ethnic interest shows C) 48-1 P32 (13 49~ 
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Now, in order to classify our data, we need some basic tnformation 
about you. This 1s for statistical purposes only. 


Do you live In... 


A house 50-1 

An apartment Ci2 

A townhouse C13 

ee 
(specity) 


Would you consider yourself to be .-- 


An avid sports fan Cis1-1 
An average sports fan (my 
Not a sports fan at all C3 


In which of the following categories would your total household 
income fall? (READ LIST: CHECK ONE ONLY) 


Less than $15,000 fasent 

$15,000 - $24,999 (a2 

$25,000 - $34,999 3 

$35,000 or over C4 
(DC NOT READ) 

Refused Cs 


And finally, which of the following most closely defines where 
you live ... (READ LIST) 


Ancaster MLK Kitchener C6 
Dundas Cx “i Cambridge C17 
Burlington C0 Waterloo cs 
Grimsby me St. Catherines C13 
Hamilton memoltle Brantford C1s4-Y 
Stoney Creek ik) Niagara Falls CX 
Cakville C4 Welland C0 
Guelph Cs Cther ae 


RESPONDENT'S NAME 


RESPONDENT'S ADDRESS 


RESPONDENT'S TELEPHONES 


INTERVIEWER___>___— 


DATE Baie 


TIME COMPLETED______— 
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STADIUM/ARENA FEASIBILITY STUDY 


APPENDIX 28 


MARKET DEMAND FOR 
TRADE CENTRE/ARENA AND STADIUM 


Gel Neh eIeO SENS Ts Teac: 


This Appendix consists primarily of estimates of 
future potential for sporting and cultural events 

and exhibitions provided by promotors. Much of 
this information is confidential, and so this report 
has Deen submitted to the City under separate cover. 
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STADIUM/ARENA FEASIBILITY STUDY 


APPENDIX 2C 


FINANCIAL PROJECTION OF FACILITY OPERATIONS 


PHASE 2: APPENDIX 2C 
FINANCIAL PROJECTION OF FACILITY OPERATIONS 


INTRODUCTION 

' The Phase 2 analysis further develops the study of the operating 
Structures of comparable facilities undertaken in Phase 1. The Phase 1 
comparison of stadiums and arenas suggested a variety of options for develop- 
ment procedures, owners/operator arrangements, and financing alternatives. 
In Phase 2 these options have been narrowed to provide the relevant 
parameters for operating costs and procedures for the types of facilities 
under investigation. Appendix C analyses four major facility scenarios 
identified for the feasibility analysis: 

@ anew 15,000 seat arena 


@ an arena/trade centre complex operating in conjunction 
with the Hamilton Convention Centre 


e an 8,500 seat expansion for Ivor Wynne Stadium 


@ a new 42,500 seat football stadium. 


This appendix will proceed by analysing the operational parameters under 


each of the four facility scenarios identified. 


SECTION 1 - THE NEW ARENA 

For the purposes of the financial analysis, a $38.8 million arena 
with 15,000 seats has been assumed. The $38.8 million capital investment 
includes both structural costs and the investment necessary for the acquisition 
of equipment. 

In terms of operations two scenarios nave been identified; firstly, 


a city owned and operated arena; secondly, a city owned facility operated 


EXHIBIT 2C1 


ARENA FIXED OPERATING EXPENSES 
WITH OUTSIDE CONCESSION OPERATIONS 
ee AYN BOO LUN ODE EINVAL DONS) 


ADMINISTRATION 
Salaries and Wages (including benefits) 
Manager $55 ,000 
Controller/Office Manager 30,000 
Promotion/Public Relations Manager 30,000 
Secretarial/Clerical (3 @ average 
of $12,000) 45,000 
$160,000 
Promotion, advertising, travel, entertainment 100 ,000 
Professional services 30 ,000 
Insurance 100 ,000 
Office supplies, printing, sundry 30,000 
BOX OFFICE 
Salaries and Wages (including benefits) 
Manager $ 20 ,000 
Assistant/Secretary 17,000 
MAINTENANCE, REPAIRS, SUPPLIES 
Salaries and Wages (including benefits) 
Chief Engineer $ 20,000 
Building Manager 20 ,000 
Janitor/Custodian 16,000 
Permanent Labour (3 @ average 
of $14,000) 42,000 
$98,000 
External services 75,000 
Security (3) 45,000 
Equipment rental, maintenance, repairs, 
Supplies, uniform cleaning, etc. 50 ,000 


CRIELEIZS 
OPERATING EXPENSES BEFORE TAXES 


TAXES 
Realty 
Business 


TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES AFTER TAXES 


Sources: Hamilton City Clerk; Assessment Office; Interviews with 
facility manager; 1980 Industry Profile Survey 
ie OS SURVRY, 


$ 420 ,000 


37 ,000 


268,000 
_ 200,000 


$ 925 ,000 


915223 ,000 
491,000 


—_—_— 


$2,644,000 


—___ 
7_— 


Privately. In both scenarios operating revenues and expenses are assumed 

to be basically the same; however, in the case of the private operation 
there are additional tax considerations which will be discussed in more 
detail below. Again, in both scenarios, the staffing structures and manage- 
ment procedures are the same, with the only difference being that in the 
Private operation, management is autonomous while in the city operation, 
hired management is responsible to a committee or board appointed by the 


City of Hamilton. 


OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 


Operational Expenses 
The evaluation of operational expenses assesses only those costs 

which may be considered as fixed, that is to say, full time staff, professional 
anaanene external services, insurance, supplies, maintenance and repairs expen- 
ses, and utilities. Other expenses such as the labour expense required for 
ticket takers, stage hands, clean-up crews, etc., are variable costs for which 
promotors and/or tenants will receive additional billing above the base rental] 
rate. Such expense charges to promotors and tenants beyond the base provisions 
of full-time labour are common to all facility operations. As demonstrated 
by Exhibits 9c] and 2¢2, there are two sets of fixed operating expenses. The. 
provision of these two sets of figures is required by the two options 
available for concession operations. The operation of concessions may either 
be contracted to an outside agency or operated internally by the arena management 
and its own concession staff. Exhibit 2C2 provides an evaluation of the additional 


costs which would be incurred by the arena for their own management of concessions. 


Administration 


The number and cost of administration staff has been based on an 
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EXHIBIT 2C2 


ARENA FIXED OPERATING EXPENSES 
WITH INSIDE CONCESSION OPERATION 


FULL-TIME CONCESSION STAFFING 


General Concession Manager 25,000 
Office Manager/Controller 22 ,000 
Supervisors (3) @ $15,000 45 ,000 

92,000 


ARENA EXPENSES WITH INSIDE OPERATION 


Expenses before taxes 925,000 (From Exhibit Cl) 
Concession staffing (above) 92,000 

TOTAL 1,017,000 
Expenses including taxes 2,644,000 (From Exhibit C1) 
Concession staffing (above) 92,000 

TOTAL 2,736,000 


Sources: Interviews with facility managers; 1980 Industry Profile Survey 
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assessment of industry averages in comparable facilities and represents a fore- 
Casted estimate of the staffing expense required to operate the Hamilton 
facility. A liberal promotional budget has been provided in conjunction with 


the usage estimates from which operating revenues have been derived. The 


expense for professional services primarily results from the legal 
and auditing expenses which the facility would require. Given these assump- 


tions, the administration expense for the new arena would amount to $420,000. 


Box Office 

It is estimated that only two full-time staff ( a manager and 
his assistant) will be required for box office operations including season 
tickets. Al additional labour expenses vary with each event and are 


charged out accordingly to the promotors of the particular activity. The 


total box office expense is thus $37,000. 


Maintenance, Repairs, Supplies 


Building and maintenance staff requires nine full-time employees, 
including a chief engineer, a building manager, a janitor/custodian, three 
maintenance employees, and three security guards. Again, the staffing 
requirements are based on industry averages and reflect the expenses that 
would be incurred by the type of arena in question. The expenses for externa] 
services, equipment rental, maintenance, etc., have been derived from comparable 
arena operations. As Exhibit 2c] demonstrates, the total expense for main- 


tenance, repairs, and supplies is $268,000. 


Utilities 
The $200,000 utility expense has been estimated through an analysis 
of industry averages and reflects a somewhat higher cost due to the utilization 


that is anticipated for the Hamilton facility. 


“Svet « 2neewqas- One salir ittaey aldsiegec: nt 2aysveye yao! to° 
‘ 

nerttmsh off stsvacc of bevtupey senaqis coriteye ant *o aenrsas 

isiw AOtIIWLHoD A? DSbiveve Raed eet ¢epbud Teneljatenqg ievege! /A ein 7 

oni .bS&vins® need) sveA tevAavean onissysqo NotaW mont eseanises svee 6 7 

[spas any mov? agfugen yl )vamisa 2esatvree lenptegstog 46 

~Griuz ze onens wovis .evtues bees wits ort dyifw. 2s2nsox4 ents tbiud 


_ 93 Invans bivow aneve wan sft xc} saneque noltendelainbs ot +@ 


901790 0) Gage 


ane sebeonm 6 } Pade amtt-T lu? ow: ulno Sard bescettes. zh 3? 
RSS? Dnhbulont anoiseweqo e7h*%¢ nod TOY bevtypey od Tite (sere 


$15 OE Ineve Mose Attw Yiev 2e2nenve wwodsi fanetsiabe TTA, Jmae 
eat 43! vitow xalustys6q eho to evoyorena ent ai «forties duet =97 i 7 
—_ J 


:000,S£2 audd 2i stastxs sap. s00'4 


oe. 
i 
, 


esfigaue . sit sash »SONgrasnigm” «= 


, 90N0 | qne Sniti-ftvt onin asrtuosy tase aonsriagatee bas gntbl tw 

porns , Neos tus yor ts} E » pane onibtiud & ,yeentons Tots « on t 
eNitist2 ony .nispA -2016Up yItsuo5e aside brs 2t99yOlone gon | 

tant 2a2neqns od jooiten bra eSpersvs yiseubat no bezsd o16 aga tus . 


= 


a 
jenisixs “Gt esenoqxs oft .nolsaaup nf snsve Yo eq\ off x¢ bevwont o”.b 
ae 


sideveqnos mort bevbish need ever ,.ose , sorkosan) em , sane. Ingmgtups . “3 


ontem 107 gameqas feyod sr? , 295873 Znonad (3 stdtmns 2A enol 


,000,.8482 2h estToque brs 28087 


« 


= 


mB ¥ gue 3 siete ved 26n sensors wittay 00, 0 
dot al Lakaeel whabeseac: 


2C-4 


Concession Staffing 


Exhibit 2C2 indicates that five additional full-time employees 
will be required if the arena operates its own concessions. Part-time 
employees for concession operation may number up to 200 depending on the 
size of the event; however, for the purposes of the financial analysis, 
part-time labour expenses for concession operations are already considered 
as part of the costs taken into account in determining the concession 
revenue profit margins discussed in more detail below. Therefore, 


fixed operating expenses for concession operations totals $92,000. 


Operating Expenses Before Taxes (City Overation) 


In consideration of the two arena operations scenarios identified 
above, i.e. the City operation and the private operation, there are two | 
pertinent fixed operating expense totals. for the City operation, realty and 
business taxes while being an expense, effectively comes back into the hands 
of the City. Therefore the pertinent figure to consider for the City arena 
Operation is that which identifies expenses before the addition of realty 
and business taxes. Where the operation of concessions is contracted 
to an outside agency, the total operating expense before taxes amounts 
to $925,000 annually. Should the arena choose to operate its own con- 
cessions, these expenses will be increased by the $92,000 cost of full- 


time concession staffing, bringing total fixed operating expenses to $1,017,000. 


Taxes 
The liability for business and realty taxes has been derived from 


discussions with both the City Clerk and the Assessment Office of Hamilton. 
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For a $38.8 million arena facility, realty taxes would be approximately $1,228,000 


and business taxes would be approximately 40% of that, or, $491,000. 


Total Operating Expenses After Taxes 


The inclusion of business and realty taxes with operating expenses 
brings the total for the cost of operations to $2,644,000 annually. This 
expense figure is the relevant operations cost if arena operations are taken 
over entirely by private management. In such a scenario, a private operation 
would retain all the revenues derived from arena operations but would be 
responsible to pay both business and realty taxes to the City as well as some 
predetermined annual rental Charge. Should the private operator choose to 
run nis own concessions, there would again be an additional expense of $92,000 


bringing total fixed operating expenses to $2,736,000. 


Operational Revenues 
See EY SUES 


The demand for usage of the arena facility has been derived from 


both extensive interviews with promotors and from our discussions with the 


arena managers of comparable facilities and from the survey of the Dublic. 
Operational revenues have been considered under three demand categories 
identified as high probability, medium probability, and low probability. 

Low operating revenue projections include all those events which have a 

high probability demand; medium operational revenue includes both high 
probability events and medium probability events; and high revenue pro- 
jections include the high, medium, and low demand probabilities. In addition 
to the revenues that are normally derived for arena facilities through 

rental and concession income, there are also projections for additional 
revenue from the rental of corporate boxes and from promotional display 


advertising. The rental of corporate boxes is a lucrative and common 


EXHIBIT 203 


ARENA RENTAL REVENUE 


High Probability Demand 


Arena Rev. 
Average Average Gross @ 15% net 

Type Performances Attendance Ticket Price Revenue of Amuse. Tax 
NHL 40 11,000 $10.00 $4 ,400 ,000 $600,000 
Pro-wrestling 20 8,000 omc) 880 ,000 120,000 
Tennis 3 7,000 10.00 210,000 28 640 
Other Ice 2 6 ,000 9.00 162,000 22,090 
Ice Follies TZ Pi,000 7.00 924 ,000 126,000 
Disney on Ice he 11,000 rane? 924,000 126,000 
Circus 7 6,000 6.00 252 ,000 34 ,360 
Globe Trotters 1 15,000 6.50 97,500 13 ,300 
Musical Concerts 20 7,000 10.00 1,400,000 190,910 
TOTAL $9,249,500 $1,261,240 
Medium Probability Demand 
Ciesedecircurt 

Boxing 6 7,000 $15.00 $ 630,000 535,910 
Roller Derby 10 4,000 6.50 260 ,000 35,450 
Indoor Soccer 9 8 ,000 op Oe 360,000 ~ 49,090 
Pro Lacrosse 

(Winter) 20 5,000 4.00 400 ,000 54 ,550 
Ethnic Shows | 2 is RO0Omes oma 227300 168 ,000 WOE 10 
TOTAL $1,818,000° $247 ,910 
Low Probability Demand 
Pro-Basketbal1 10 ) 7,500 $ 9.50 $702,500" 86297 tee 
Closed Circuit 

Soccer 5 8,500 eae o18 ~~ 570,000 69,550 

' Lacrosse (Summer) 20 3 5500 4.00 280 ,000 38 ,180 

TOTAL $1,502,500 $204 ,890 


Arena Rental Revenue 


High 1,714,000 
Medium 1,509,000 
Low 1,261,000 


Sources: Interviews with Toronto and Hamilton Promoters; 


Interviews with facili 
managers; 1980 Industry Profile Survey Ba 


2C-6 


Practice in newly designed facilities. Display advertising income is an 
annual revenue increment generated through displays inside the arena and 
varying with the size and complexity of the scoreboard system. There 

has been no consideration of parking revenues, since any Parking structures 
will be independent of arena management. However, the economic impact 

of parking revenues in the downtown area will be considered among other 


benefits derived from the facility but not particular to its own operational 
income. 


GOV. ¢ Yer 
Arena Rental Revenue REA} 


Exhibit 2C3 tdentifies rental revenue by event type and demand 
ene A facility rental charge of 15% of revenues net of amusement tax 
has been assumed in accordance with industry averages. While it is sometimes 
the case that rental rates are in excess of 15%, such rates usually reflect 
an additional charge for the facilities provision of event support staff 
sucn as ticket takers, stage hands, etc. As well, such rental rates are 
usually abonad against a minimum base charge, such as $2,500; however, 
such a base charge is usually provided for non-profit or charitable organi- 
zations and is not relevant to the revenues and events identified in this 
analysis. It should be noted that the gross revenue figures include the 
provincial retail sales tax of 10% which is not subject to rental charges 


and therefore nas been removed in the calculation of arena revenue. 


As is demonstrated in Exhibit 2C3in the category of high probability 
demand, the primary single event revenue generator is the NHL nome team, 
bringing $600,000 of revenue annually. Other major events such as Ice Follies 
and Disney on Ice are anticipated to generate $126,000 of income annually. 

The total revenue for the high probability demand category is approximately 


$1,261,000. The medium arena operations revenue combines high and medium 


EXHIBIT 2¢4 


ARENA CONCESSION REVENUE 


High Probability Demand 


Gross Arena Rev. Arena Rev. 

Type Attendance $/Capita Concession Rev. @ 30% @ 50% 
NHL 440 ,000 1.00 440 ,000 132,000 220 ,000 
Pro-wrestling 160,000 ~ . 80 128,000 38,400 64,000 
Tennis 21,000 .80 16,800 5,040 8,400 
Other Ice 18,000 i065 The/08 35010 5,850 
Tce Follies 132,000 Ae 92,400 Cine 46 ,200 
Disney on Ice 132,000 70 92,400 LT 46 ,200 
Circue 42,000 70 29,400 8,820 14,700 
Globe Trotters 15,000 ./0 10,500 35150 5 258 
Musical Concerts 140,000 -05 91,000 27,300 45,500 
TOTAL 912,200 273 ,660 456,100 
Medium Probability Demand 
Closed Circuit 

Boxing 42,000 1.00 42,000 12,600 21,000 
Roller Derby 40,000 Le 28 ,000 8,400 14,000 
Indoor Soccer 72,000 tO 50,400 ; Loe ic0 25,200 
Pro Lacrosse 

(Winter) 100,000 .70 70,000 21,000 355000 
Ethnic Shows 14,000 .65 pee eh GiG) Leto 4,550 
TOTAL 199,500 59,850 99,750 
Low Probability Demand 
Pro Basebal] 75,000 T2006 75,000 22 500 37,500 
Closed Circuit . | 

Soccer 42,500 .80 34,000 10,200 17,000 
Lacrosse (Summer) 70,000 .70 49,000 14,700 24,500 
TOTAL 158,000 47,400 79,000 
Arena Revenue With Inside Concession Operation S07) 
Se a ee ee Oe Demat ons (50%). 
High 580 ,000 
Medium 556,000 
Low 456,000 


Arena Revenue With Outside Concession Operation (30%) 
eS STON UPeration (30%) 


High 381,000 
Medium 334,000 
Low 274,000 


Source: Interviews with promoters and facility Managers; 1980 Industry Profile Survey 
a OTe Ue 


probability of demand for a total of $1,509,000. Low probability demand 
would generate in the order to $205,000 annually bringing the highest 


revenue estimate to $1,714,000. 


Concession Revenues 


As Exhibit £4 demonstrates concessions revenues have been identified 
both by event and demand category. As is the practice in the industry, a 
dollar expenditure per event Spectator has been assumed based on industry 
averages. The two concession scenarios identified above in the discussion 
Of operating expenses provide two potential profit margins. Arena revenues 
generated at 30% of gross concession revenues reflect the expected income 
that would be obtained if’an outside agency managed concession operations. 
While it is not a common practice, the operation of concessions by the arena's 
own management offers many economies and great potential for supplementary 
concession revenue. Although owner-operated concessions are a further load 
for Management, various facilities such as Hartford Civic Centre have 
demonstrated net arena revenues in excess of 50%. Given these foregoing 
assumptions, arena revenues in the high probability event demand category 
would be approximately $274,000 if operated by an outside agency and 
$456,000 if operated by the facility's own management. These two concession 
revenue figures reflect the low concession revenue projection and when 
supplemented by income from the medium event demand category become 
$334,000 and $556,000 respectively. When added to the concession revenue 
generated from those events in the low probability demand arena revenues 


can reach highs of $381,000 and $580,000 annually. 


Corporate Boxes 


Exhibit 2¢5 estimates the annual revenue from corporate boxes to 


be $25,000. This income projection is based on the existence of 10 corporate 
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| Corporate Boxes 


| eae ae 
| eae ae 


Concessions 


BAT DL cl 
ARENA OPERATING REVENUE 


HIGH MEDIUM LOW 
1,509,000 1,261,000 


25,000 oreo ey ers 000 25 5000 


100,000 000 100 ,000 100 ,000 
outside inside outside inside outside inside 
operation | operation Operation / operation operation; operation 


| 
381,000 580 ,000 334,000 556 ,000 274,000 | 456 ,000 


2,220,000 | 2,419,000 


1,714,000 


1,968,000} 2,190 ,000 1,660,000} 1,842,000 


CITY OWNED AND OPERATED 


| 
i 


| 


Expenses 


Revenues 


Profit/(Loss) 


HIGH 
| inside 


outside 


EXHIBIT 2C6 


ARENA OPERATING PROFIT/LOSS 


concession | concession 


925,000 


2,220,000 


1,299,000 


1,017,000 


2,419,000 


1,402,000 


CITY OWNED AND PRIVATE OPERATION* 


Expenses 


Revenues 


Profit/(Loss) | 


* Reflects revenues to the operator; 


HIGH 


2 } . °. 
outside inside 


concession 


2,644 ,000 


2,220,000 


(424 000) 


concession 


G57 30,000 


2,419,000 


(317,000) 


through property and business taxes 


MEDIUM 
outside inside 
concession | concession 
Gen, 00D 1, 017006 
1,968,000 | 2,190,000 
1, 043,.000> 11,.L/73 {000 
MEDIUM | 
outside inside 
concession} concession | 
2,644,000 | 2,735,000 
1,968 ,000 2,190 ,000 
(676 ,000) (546,000) 


LOW 


outside 
concession 


inside 
concession 


925,000. | 1,017,000 


1,660,000 | 1,842,000 


735,000 825 ,000 


LOW 


Outside 
concession 


inside 
concession 


2,644,000 4 2,7363000 
1,660,000 | 1,842,000 


(984,000) | (894,900) 


City revenue is assumed to be derived solely 


boxes rented out at $2,500 per year. The rental of corporate boxes is rel- 
atively new to the industry, but has proven very successful. The $25,000 
annual figure represents an estimate based on the investigation of the 
corporate box rate structure and reflects the Hamilton patronage potential 
from trade and industry. It is important to note that investigations of 
several facilities indicated a range in rental rates for corporate boxes 
From $2,500 to $25,000 per year. The higher revenues from this source re- 
flects the U.S. market where entertainment expenses are deductible from 


corporate income. 


Display Advertising 

While income derived from advertising displays varies considerably 
from facility to facility a conservative estimate for such income is a 
reasonable revenue assumption. Such facilities as the Hartford Civic Centre 
generate up to $300,000 annually for their display advertising. Such 
advertising incorporates the use of display panels on the ice cleaning machine 
and on the various scoreboard displays located throughout the facility. For 


the Hamilton Arena a display advertising income of $100,000 has been projected. 


Summary 

Exhibit 2C6 shows the total revenue projections from all 
sources of income including rents, concessions, corporate box rental, and 
display advertising. Low revenue projections are $1,660,000 or $1,842,000 
annually depending on the type of concession operation; medium operating 
revenue would be $1,968,000 or $2,190,000; and high revenue estimates would 


be $2,220,000 or $2,419,000. 
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Arena Operating 
Profit/Loss 


City Owned and 
Operated Arena 


As stated above in the scenario which analyzes an arena owned and 


Operated by the municipality, business and realty taxes effectively cancelled 


Out since the City pays them out as an arena expense but collects them in 
its government capacity. Consequently, in terms of arena operations profits 
are significantly higher than in the private operation scenario. Again 
dependent on the type of concession operation, profit levels will differ, 
with higher margins for the operation of its own concession and lower if 

the concessions are run by an outside agency. In all cases for a City owned 
and operated facility there will be an effective operating profit before 
considering the requirements for debt servicing. As Exhibit 26 indicates 
the low profit is $735,000 and the high is $1,402,000. In the medium range 


profits wnich inciude inside concession operations would De aporoximately 


$1,173,000, while with Outside concessions operations profits annually 


would be $1,043,000. 


: Privately Onerated Arena 
See ee SEE Terenas 


The addition of business and realty taxes to the expenses of a 


Private operation Significantly alters the Drofit/ioss projections, With 


either tyoe of concession ODeration in the range of revenue estimates a 


loss is projected. In the medium range with outside concession cperations 


there is a loss of $6 


$546,000. 


76,000 and with arena-operated concessions a loss of 
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SECTION 2: JOINT ARENA/TRADE/CONVENTION CENTRE 
i ree EL LUN DENTINE, 


In Section 1 of this appendix the analysis of arena operations was 
based on the assumption that the arena operated independently of other 
facilities. However, given the locational analysis undertaken in this study there 
exists great potential for further revenue and expense savings if the new 
facility is designed as a multi use arena/trade centre located near and 
operated in conjunction with the new Hamilton Convention Centre. Potential 
ultimately exists for a joint operation under a common management which 
would utilize the complementary features of the two facilities. It should 
be emphasized that at this point it is difficult to determine an estimate of 
the operating revenues and expenses of such a nypothetical operation, 
Particularly since the Hamilton Convention Centre itself has not had a full 
operational year and has not directed jts marketing and sales activities towards 


the potential of a joint PAC TI Ly. 


Consequently, the financial-analysis of a joint operation has been 
restricted to that information which can be reasonably determined from the 
industry analysis and interviews which this Study has undertaken. Although 
some of the benefits would accrue to the Hamilton Convention Centre these 
would be as a direct consequence of the increased total Space avajlable as a 
result of construction of the arena/trade centre. Therefore for the financial 
analysis of the joint operation the focus has been placed on the arena in two 
major areas: firstly, those savings in staffing from which the arena would 
benefit under a joint management operation; and secondly, the additional profits 
to the convention centre plus arena/trade/exhibition complex which would be 


derived from exhibitions and shows which would occur on these premises. 


EXHIBIT 2C7 
ARENA/CONVENTION CENTRE JOINT STAFF SAVINGS 


ORIGINAL ARENA STAFFING ARENA STAFFING FOR JOINT OPERATION* 
Manager $ 55,000 Manager $ 30,000 
Controller 30,000 Controller 15,000 
Promotion Manager 30,000 Secretarial (2) 30,000 
Secretarial (3) 45,000 
Box Office Manager 20,000 Box Office Manager 29 ,000 
Assistant 17,000 Assistant 17,000 
Engineer 20,000 Engineer 20,000 
Building Manager 20,000 Building Manager 20 ,000 
Janitor 16,000 
Labour (3) 42,000 
Security (3) 45,000 Security (3) 45 ,000 


$340,000 ie $197,000 


JOINT STAFF SAVING: $143,000 


*Source: Manager, Hamilton Convention Centre; 
1980 Industry Profile Survey 
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Arena/Convention Centre 
Joint Staff Savings 


Under a joint operation there would be considerable Savings in the 
Staff that would be required for the new arena. Exhibit 2C7 demonstrates both 
the original staffing that was assumed for the estimation of expenses in 
Section 1 of Appendix C and the arena staffing which would be required under 


a joint operation. 


For administration staffing it is assumed that the General Manager 


for the joint complex would be that person Overseeing the Convention Centre 


activities. Consequently, there would be a sub-manager for the operation 

of the arena; however this manager would not require the same salary level 

as that necessitated by a General Manager of an independent arena operation. 
The salary saving for the manager would be therefore $25,000. For the 
controller/office manager function, the arena TRG require its own 
independent personnel; however, some portion of the controlling cost 
originating from the central management of the joint facility would be 
aportioned to the arena. It is anticipated that this expense would be 
approximately $15,090 a Saving from the original controller of the independent 
arena of $15,000. Additionally, secretarial requirements would be reduced 

for another saving of $15,000. Since box office Operations for the arena 
would be the same and since the Convention Centre has no extensive box office 
requirements, it is assumed that the box office expenses in the joint operation 
would remain the same. Maintenance staffing would still require an engineer 
and a building manager, nowever there would be no requirement for maintenance 


sub-labour since the currently anticipated staff of the Convention Centre 
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would handle the required functions. Although the new facility would be able 
to use the TV monitoring system that currently exists in the Convention Centre, 
it is anticipated that the guard requirements for tne arena/trade 


centre would remain the same. 


It should be noted that the staff savings for the arena will in 
no way put an additional pte on the Convention Centre staffing as it is 
anticipated. Thus, if the arena/trade centre and the Convention Centre were to 
operate under a joint management and staffing function there would be a savings 


of approximately $143,000 per year. 


ADDITIONAL ARENA/TRADE CENTRE OPERATIONS 


Additional Arena/Trade Centre Revenues 

The assessment of additional arena/trade centre revenues under the 
scenario of a joint management operation is based on those shows which are currently 
booked for Hamilton Place Convention Centre but which would be more 
appropriately accommodated in the arena facility. It should be understood 
that the shows which would move from the Convention Centre to the arena 
would not impinge on Convention Centre revenues, since the Convention 
Centre would be free to book additional conventions and exhibits that would 
be more appropriately suited to their facility. Exhidit 2C8 jdentifies those 
exhibits and shows which would best be accommodated by the arena. Such shows 
require approximately 60,000 square feet of space which is the current 
capacity of the Convention Centre but which could be more adequately 
accommodated by the arena floor assuming the use of telescopic seating > 


identified in the design analysis in this study. It should be noted that 
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while the analysis discussed here is based on a rental of 60,000 square 
feet, the release of space from the Convention Centre would allow the use 
of more space for additional exhibits and meetings, and hence would provide 
additional revenue. However, since it is difficult to estimate what such 
exhibits could or would require in terms of additional] Space, the analysis 
proceeds under the assumption of a demand for 60,000 square feet, which if 


anything is conservative. 


Rental revenues derived from the exhibitions and shows identified 
on Exhibit 2C8 are determined by two rates. For those days which the 
exhibitors are displaying their merchandise there is a rental charge of 
-O6¢ per square foot. On those days required by the particular exhibitions 
in question for move-in, move-out and set-up the rental charge is reduced 
by 50% and becomes .03¢ per square foot. Consequently, the anticipated 
rental revenue from exhibitions and shows is $36,000 for move-in/out days 


and $126,000 for exhibition days, for a total of $152,000. 


In consideration of the demand for exhibition space for the arena 
under the joint operation, there would be potential for more exhibition 
income dependent on the availability of event days at the arena. The 
exhibitions and shows identified herein represent confirmed demand and 
could be supplemented by other events. However, given the arena useage 
identified in Section 1 of this appendix the high revenue category could 
accommodate very little more in terms of exhibitions and shows because of 


the restriction provided by the number of events already anticipated in 


EXHIBITION DAYS 


EXHIBITION 


Better Living 

Data Processing 
Auto Show 

Gift Show 

Career Show 

Home Show 

Computer Show 
Sport/Leisure Show 


TOTAL LABOUR 


MOVE IN/OUT DAYS 


EXHIBITION 


Better Living 

Data Processing 
Auto Show 

Gift Show 

Career Show 

Home Show 

Computer Show 
Sport/Leisure Show 


TOTAL LABOUR 


TOTAL EXPENSES: 


Source: 
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EXHIBITION EXPENSES 
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$4,920 


Manager, Hamilton Convention Centre. 


CLEANING 2 @ 


S455/nrw for Ss nce 


216 
288 
216 
360 
432 
360 
432 
216 


23020 


LOADING DOCK 2 @ 


$5/nr for 12 hrs. 


240 
360 
240 
360 
240 
360 
240 
360 


2,400 
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that scenario. Other events and shows could supplement the arena income 
identified in Section 1, but only in the low and medium scenarios which 


have additional available event days. 


Concessions 

The exhibitions identified in Exhibit 2C8 are public shows, that 
is to say, shows which depend not only on trade participation but as well 
on public interest and attendance. During such exhibitions concession 
operations would continue in accordance with the normal arena events and 
therefore further income would be derived. Attendance figures for these 
Shows are based on past industry experience and may be considered as 
averages. From discussions with convention managers and analysis of 
various industry profiles per capita expenditures are approximately .80¢ 
per person for public exhibitions. As in the arena analysis the determination 
of facility concession revenue is investigated under two scenarios, namely, 
an outside agency concession operation aad a facility concession operation. 
Revenues from concessions therefore are estimated at approximately $97,000 
with an outside agency and $162,000 if the facility operates its own 
concessions. 

Additional Arena/Trade Centre 

Expenses 

Since for the joint operation full-time staffing requirements 
have already been anticipated, the additional variable expenses for 
particular exhibitions are minimal. Exhibit 2C9 outlines the additional costs that 
would be assumed by the arena/trade centre for the particular exhibitions in question. 


There are two areas of additional costs identified: firstly those costs for 


EXnLSLy 2610 


SUMMARY OF ARENA/TRADE AND CONVENTION CENTRE JOINT OPERATION* 


REVENUE WITH OUTSIDE CONCESSION OPERATION 


REVENUE 
Rental $162,000 
Concessions 97,000 
EXPENSES 
Labour 
NET INCOME 


REVENUE WITH INSIDE CONCESSION OPERATION 


REVENUE 
Rental $162,000 
Concessions 162,000 
EXPENSES 
Labour 
NET INCOME 
STAFF EXPENSE SAVING: $143 ,000 


PROFIT (LOSS) SUMMARY 


HIGH 


$259,000 


5 ,000 
$254,000 


$324,000 - 


5,000 
$319,000 


Outside nside Outside Inside Outside Inside 
Concession |Concession | Concession | Concession |Concession Concession 


CITY OWNED 


AND OPERATED 1,692,000 


CITY OWNED AND 
PRIVATE SEE (27,000) 145,000 


* IBI Estimates 


1,864,000 | 1,440,000 


(279,000) 


15635000 1) 1) 132000 


1,287,000 


( 84,000) | (587 ,000)| (432,000) | 
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On-going cleaning of the exhibition floor during the days that exhibitors 

are displaying their merchandise; and secondly, those costs assumed for the 
Provision of loading dock attendance during the days where exhibitions are 
moving in and moving out. It is anticipated for the cleaning requirements 

on exhibition days that two additional staff will be required at approxi- 
mately $4.50 an hour for eight hours, bringing the total labour for exhibition 
days to approximately $2,500. For move-in and move-out days there would be 

a requirement of two loading dock personnel at approximately $5.00 for 12 
hours per day. The labour expense therefore on the move-in/out days would 

be again approximately $2,500, bringing the total additional exhibition 


expense to approximately $5,000. 


Summary of Arena/Trade Centre 
Joint Operation 


Exhibit 2610 demonstrates the net income which could be anticipated 
by the arena if it operated in conjunction with Hamilton Convention Centre. 
With total revenues from rental and concession income (under the outside 
concession operation option) and expenses of $5,000 the net income would be 
$254,000 annually. With an inside concession operation the concession 
revenue would increase to $162,000 bringing total revenues to $324,000. 
Since the expenses for concession operation for an inside operation are 
already built in to the profit margin from which the total concession 
revenue is derived, the expenses for exhibition activities would remain 
the same at $5,000. Consequently, net income for the arena with an inside 


concession operation would be approximately $319,000. 
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Conclusion: Joint Arena/Trade ana 
Convention Centre Operation 


The benefits derived from the arena alone under consideration of 
a joint operation with the Convention Centre are represented by the net 
income which could be derived from additional events and from the savings 
for joint staff expenses. With a joint staff saving of approximately 
$143,000, the arena with an outside concession operation could expect 
benefits of approximately $397,000 and with an inside operation of approxi- 
mately $462,000. As stated above these benefits could be supplemented by 


additional exhibition income depending on the availability of the arena 


space. 


In addition to the income that the arena would derive from a 
joint operation, some mention should be made of what could be anticipated 
in other benefits for the entire operation even though a specific dollar 
value cannot at this point be Eateries As mentioned above the- 
exhibitions identified for purposes of this analysis are only those which 
are currently confirmed at the Hamilton Convention Centre. In many cases 
some of the exhibitions have reduced their square Footage requirements in 
order that they could be accommodated comfortably in the Hamilton Convention 
Centre. With the addition of the arena/trade centre space the gross square footage 
available to the joint operation increases considerably and consequently 
many of the identified exhibitions would fill the expanded operation and 
provide additional income. In addition to these specific shows larger 


industrial shows could be accommodated in this expanded facility which 
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would again augment revenue sources. In addition to rental income, the 
joint facility would have the flexibility to offer more services such as 
the concession operations of the arena and expanded banquet capability. 
As well, the kitchen facilities of the Convention Centre could be 
utilized for the preparation of concession food further increasing the 


profit margins identified for concession revenues. 


Given these further considerations, the benefits derived from 
the joint operation would be in excess of the specific dollar value 
identified for the arena benefits alone. The tmnact on profit and loss 
is summarized tn Exhibit 2C10. Furthermore, a joint operation would 
significantly increase utilization and hence, add to the economic impact 


which would benefit the City of Hamilton. 


CAHIR S20] 
EXPANDED IVOR WYNNE OPERATING EXPENSES 


ADMINISTRATION 


Salaries and Benefits $30,000 
Promotion 5,800 
Professional Services 30 ,000 
Insurance 12,000 
Office supplies, printing, sundry 2,000 $79 ,000 


MAINTENANCE, REPAIRS, SUPPLIES 


Salaries and Benefits $140,000 

External Services 20,000 

Security 5,000 

Supplies 15,000 

Maintenance 110,000 290,000 
PARKING 

Net Loss on Rental of Spaces 20,000 
UP TEIPIES $65,000 65,000 
OPERATING EXPENSES BEFORE TAXES ep $454 ,000 
TAXES 

Realty £484,000 

Business =» 193,000 


TOTAL CPERATING EXPENSES AFTER TAXES $1,111,000 


Sources: City of Hamilton Parks and Recreation; City Clerk; Assessment 
Office; ‘Dalton Insurance (Hamilton); 1980 Industry Profile 
Survey. 
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SECTION 3: EXPANDED IVOR WYNNE STADIUM 
re ee MEE OA AU LUM 


Following the Phase 1 analysis, the scenario for an expanded 
Ivor Wynne Stadium is based on an addition of 8,500 seats at a cost of 
$10,000,000 to $22,000,000. It is assumed that managerial procedures and 
contractual arrangements will be the same as those currently existing at 
Ivor Wynne. Consequently, the financial calculations for operations are 
Dased on the revenues and expenditures currently existing at Ivor Wynne 


which have been incremented accordingly for the seat expansion. 
OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 


Operational Expenses 
Tne evaluation of operational expenses, as mentioned, is based on 
existing Ivor Wynne procedures and therefore assumes Department of Parks 
and Recreation control at an appropriate cost incremented to accommodate 


the 8,500 seat expansion. 


Administration 

In addition to the increased labour costs for the Operation of 
the expanded facility, there will be a further expense for the insurance 
on the expamitesseoting these ficiress(choyn in Exhibit 2011) are based 
on discussions with the appropriate bodies of the City of Hamilton and 


bring the total Operating expenses for administration to $79,000 annually. 


Maintenance, Repairs, Supplies 
eerie te ee ee oN se U0 1 eS 
Again the expenses of this category reflect a cost incre- 


ment to the current expenses existing at Ivor Wynne Stadium. Salaries, 
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external services, and supplies, have been incremented appropriately to 
accommodate the expanded Operation. It is assumed that the addition of 
new seats will not significantly change the amounts of full-time security 
required to monitor the facility and therefore the security expense has 
remained approximately the same. Consequently, as shown in Exhibit 2C11, 
the total for maintenance, repairs and supplies will reach approximately — 


$290,000 per year. 


Parking 


Allowance is made for a net loss of $5.00 per space on rental of 
4,000 spaces at the Greater Hamilton Shopping Centre, from which a bus shuttle 
would operate. Were additional events to be Permitted this net loss might be 


eliminated, or even turned into a brotit. 


Utilities 
In the expanded Facility utility expense should reach approximately 
$65,000 per year. It is assumed that this utility expense, maroon the 
-normally understood escalation of annual expenses, remains approximately the 


Same as it now exists at Ivor Wynne. 


Operatina Expenses Refore Taxes 

The pertinent figure to be considered for Operating expenses is 
that total calculated before taxes. As demonstrated in Exhibit 2C11, with- 
out realty and business taxes the total operating expenses for an expanded 
Ivor Wynne Stadium would be approximately $434,000 per year. Again there 
has been no consideration of expenses for box office Operations since it 
is assumed that this responsibility and its attending costs will continue 


under the jurisdiction of the Hamilton Tiger Cats. 


EXHIBIT) 2012 


EXPANDED IVOR WYNNE OPERATING REVENUES 


RENTAL MEDIUM LOW EXISTING 
Ti-Cats 572,700 451,000 409,000 327 ,300 
Schools 5,500 5,500 5,500 5 ,500 
Soccer 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 
Football 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 
Events 36 ,800 36 ,800 36 ,800 36 ,800 


| 469,300 | 387,600 


| 


TOTAL RENTAL REVENUES 633,000 | §515300 


CONCESSIONS | HIGH MEDIUM EXISTING 


Ti-Cats 
Events 


52,000 
2,145 2,145 2,145 


54,145 46,445 41,495 


34,400 
2,145 


TOTAL CONCESSION REVENUES 


TOTAL OPERATING REVENUE |687,145 5975745 BAD 5095 - 424,145 


Sources: City of Hamilton Parks and Recreation; 
IBI Estimates 


Operational Revenues 
The analysis of operational revenues for the expanded football 
facility investigates three scenarios identified as high, medium and low 


(Exhibit 2C12). In the high scenario an average game attendance of 40,000 has 


been assumed, in the medium 35,000, and in the low 30,000 to provide a basis of 
estimating incremental impact on the existing (estimated 1980/81) scenario which 
assumes an average attendance cf 25,000 has also been generated. Other event 
income from schools, soccer leagues, and local football leagues is assumed to 
continue at the rate which has remained steady at Ivor Wynne since 1975. Further- 
re the analyses assume the addition of one major concert event such as 


the Rush concert held at Ivor Wynne this year. 


Rental 

Rental income from Tiger Cat games has been evaluated based on 
the attendance figures assumed above and an average ticket price of $10 
per game. Additionally, it has been assumed that there will be eight 
regular season games and one pre-season game and again that the stadium 
revenue will be based on an income net of amusement tax at a rate of 15% 
plus an additional 5% for all game attendance over 20,000. The rental 
income anticipated therefore will range from approximately $469,000 under 
the low attendance assumption, $551,000 under the medium assumption, and 


$633,000 under the high (Exhibit 2C12). 


Concessions 

The concession revenue is again derived based on the contracts 
currently existing between the city and the concession agency at Ivor 
Wynne. It is assumed that concession revenue will be derived primarily 
from the Tiger Cat football games and from the one concert that will be 


held in the facility each year. Other concession revenue from minor 


CAN lol ece ts 
EXPANDED IVOR WYNNE OPERATING PROFIT/LOSS* 


MEDIUM EXISTING 


Expenses 454,000 454,000 454,000 454,000 
Revenues 687,000 598,000 511,000 424,000 


PROFIT/(LOSS) 233,000 144,000 10,000 


GREY CUP GAME 


REVENUES $120,000 
EXPENSES 15,000 
PROFIT $105,000 


* [Bl Estimates 
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events is difficult to assess, and since it will Provide little supplementary 
income it has been excluded from the concession revenue analysis. Consequently, 
annual concession revenues will range from approximately $41,000 to $46,000 to 


$54,000 (Exhibit 2C12). 


Total Operating Revenue 


The only significant contributions to the total operating revenue of 
the expanded facility will be derived from rental and concession income. There- 
fore, as Exhibit 2C12 demonstrates, total Operating revenues for an expanded 
facility will be approximately $424,000 under the low attendance assumption 


$511,000 in the medium, and $687,000 in the high. 


Expanded Ivor Wynne 


Operating Profit/Loss 


Exhibit 2C13 indicates the profit/loss picture of an expanded Ivor 
Wynne facility before debt service. In a low scenario there will be an anticipated 
yearly profit of $57,000. Operating profits of $144,000 and $233,000 would be 
expected aie under the medium attendance scenario and under the high scenario 
respectively. Additionally, since the expanded facility will meet the standards 
required for seating capacity of a Grey Cup game there would be additional 
revenue if the Grey Cup Final were held at Ivor Wynne Stadium. If this were the 
case, additional profit of $60,000 would be anticipated before debt service. 
These figures contrast with an estimated loss of $10,000 with average attendance 
of 25,000, with no opportunity in the existing situation to attract the Grey 


Cup Game. 


EXHIBIT 2C14 
STADIUM FIXED OPERATING EXPENSES 


ADMINISTRATION 


Salaries and Wages (including benefits) 


Manager $35,000 
Secretary/Assistant 15,000 


Professional services 
Insurance 
Office supplies, Sundry 
MAINTENANCE, REPAIRS, SUPPLIES 
Salaries and Wages (including benefits) 
External services 
Security 
Equipment rental, maintenance, repairs, supplies 
PARKING 
Manager 
Part-time employees (12) 
UTILAT EES 
OPERATING EXPENSES BEFORE TAXES 


TAXES 


Realty 
Business 


TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES AFTER TAXES 


General Sources: Interviews with Stadium Managers 
1980 Industry Profile Survey 
ee ee em eve i 


* Dalton Insurance Company of Hamilton 
** City Clerk AWA Assessment Offices 


$50,000 
30,000 
27 ,000 


9,000 


$182 ,000 
26 ,000 
15,000 


143 ,000 


$15,000 


Sycou 


$112,000 


366 ,000 


18,250 


84 ,500 
$ 580 ,750 


oy i5cs0, 000 


495 ,000 
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SECTION 4: NEW STADIUM 


For analyzing the operations of a new 40,000 seat stadium, 

a capital investment of $33,400,000 has been assumed. It is further assumed 
that operations for the new stadium will continue under the same contractual 
arrangements that currently exist with both the Hamilton Tiger Cats and 

the concession operations currently undertaken at Ivor Wynne Stadium. In 
terms of management functions, the analysis proceeds under the assumption 
that Hamilton's Parks and Recreation Department will continue to provide 
their current services, but that an appointed manager will be required 


to oversee the operation of the new facility. 


OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 


Operational Expenses 
As in the arena scenarios discussed above, the assessment of 
operational expenses identifies only those costs which are fixed. Additional 
staff required for particular events will be charged out to the tenants or 


promotors as a cost supplementary to the base rental rate. 


Administration 

It is estimated that two full-time staff will be required for 
the administrative function of the new facility for a total administrative 
staffing cost of $50,000 per year (Exhibit 2C14). The assumed staffing 
requirements may appear to be overly conservative; however, a facility 
such as Rich Stadium in Buffalo which seats approximately 80,000 people 
requires only two full-time administrative employees. Given the fact that 


the stadium will be operating primarily for football functions, there are 
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no requirements for promotional staffing or budget. It is assumed that 
the several additional events coming to the stadium could be handled by 
the manager and his assistant. In addition to administrative staffing 
costs, there will be further costs incurred for professional services, 
insurance, and general office supplies bringing the total of administrative 
expenses to $112,000 (Exhibit 2C14). 

Maintenance Repairs 

and Supplies 

The estimates for expenses in this category are difficult to 
determine through an analysis of industry averages since stadium operations 
and their attending expenses vary widely among stadium facilities. There- 
fore it has been assumed that maintenance, repair, and supply costs will be 
incremented in proportion to the size of the new facility relative to the 
existing stadium at Ivor Wynne, that is to say, by approximately 30%. 
Consequently, the total annual operating budget for maintenance repairs 


and supplies is $336,000 for an average operating year over a 10-year period. 


Parking 

The new stadium will derive supplementary income from parking 
revenues. The staff requirements for parking provide for one full-time 
parking manager and 12 additional part-time employees for every football 


game for a total annual cost of $18,250 (Exhibit 2c14). 


Utilities 

Again for utilities, it has been assumed that the cost will be 
approximately 30% higher than those required annually at Ivor Wynne Stadium, 
Consequently, utilities expense for the year at the new stadium facility 


will be $84,500. 
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Operating Expenses 
Before Taxes 


Since the tax costs for the new facility will flow back to the 
municipality, the pertinent bottom line expense figure is that which assesses 


operating expenses before taxes. The total of Operating expenses therefore 


for a new 40,000-50,000 stadium are approximately $581,000 annually (Exhibit 2014) « 


It should be noted that no provision has been made for box office 
expense, Since under the current arrangement with the Hamilton Tiger Cats 


box office operations and their costs are the responsibility of the football 


team. 


Operational Revenues 

Exhibit 2C15 identifies the three components of stadium revenues and 
analyzes them under three scenarios identified as high, medium, and low. 
The high revenue figure assumes an average game attendance of 40,000 spectators, 
the medium 35,000 spectators, and the low 30,000 spectators. Under all three 
projections fahas been assumed that the stadium will attract two major 
concerts every year and one additional spectator event. Such an assumption 
is well within the bounds of the number of events normally held in such a 
facility. For example, the CNE Stadium assumes that it will have at. least 
two major concerts and several other events each year. It is further assumed 
that other more community oriented functions such as local soccer and foot- 
ball league games, high school matches, and drum and bugle corps events 


will continue to be held at Ivor Wynne Stadium. 
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Rental] 


As Exhibit 2015 demonstrates the annual rental anticipated under the 
high medium and low scenarios will be approximately $672,000, $590,000, and 
$508,000. As in the arena analysis, this revenue figure reflects income 
that is net of the 10% amusement tax. In addition it should be noted that 
the City now charges the Hamilton Tiger Cats a base rental rate of 15% with 
the provision of an additional 5% of all revenues generated by seating of 


more than 20,000 spectators. 


Concessions 

Gross concession revenues are based on an average event attendance 
aS a per capita concession expenditure figure appropriate to the type of 
event in question. The derivation of the concession revenue pertinent to 
the stadium's operation is based on the Current contract with the concession 
agency now operating in Ivor Wynne Stadium. This Ai tFace Provides for a 
guaranteed annual income of $30,000 plus 41% of any revenue in excess of 
$185,000. Consequently the concession income under the three scenarios 


totals approximately $55,000. $51,000, $4s,ccc, 


Parking 


The number of cars travelling to the new stadium facility have 
been determined on the basis of the transportation analysis done for this 
feasibility study. 4,000 spaces would be provided on site, and $2.00 


per car is charged. Other parking requirements. are made up by " 


renting spaces in the regional shopping centre, which, in contrast to Ivor 
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Wynne Stadium can be made to break even because of the increased number of 
events permitted. This is the most economical solution. In addition, the 
balance of car parking requirements would be Provided in the ICTS corridor 


in conjunction with that facility. 


Revenues are thus estimated at $96,000 for all scenarios. 


Summa ry 


Exhibit 2C15 demonstrates the total of the components for stadium 
Operating revenues. In the low revenue assumption total operating revenues 
will reach $622,000 with the ICTS and $627,000 without it. For the medium 
range of operating revenues the annual totals will reach $713,000 and 


$718,000 and under the high scenario $805,000 and $810,000. 


As stated above the estimates for stadium Operations are based 
on the current contracts adopted at Ivor Wynne Stadium. Currently, the 
Parks and Recreation Department of Hamilton is revealing their arrangements 
and anticipates new contracts by the time that such a new sbadsim. facility 
would be in operation. The recreation department feels that the arrange- 
ments now being held are inadequate in comparison to those existing in other 
facilities. Therefore it may be assumed that the revenue Figures derived 
above are, if anything, more conservative than those which eventually would 


be obtained under new contractual arrangements. 


EXHIBIT 2C16 


STADIUM TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES* 


Rental] 


Concessions 


Parking 


672,000 


55,000 


96,000 


MEDIUM 
590,000 


5] ,000 


96,000 


508 ,000 


46 ,000 


96,000 


737 ,000 


| 823,000 


650,000 | 


* IBI Estimates 


STADIUM QPERATING PROFIT/LOSS* 


MEDIUM 


981,000 581,000 581,000 


Expenses 


Revenues 823,000 P37 ,000 650,000 


69,000 


PROFIT/(LOSS) 222,000 156 ,000 


GREY CUP GAME 


REVENUES $ 120,000 
EXPENSES 15 ,000 
PROFIT $ 105,000 


* IBI Estimates 
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Stadium Operating 
Profit/Loss 


Exhibit 2016 demonstrates that under all scenarios the new 
Stadium facility would operate at a profit excluding debt service. The 
range with an ICTS facility is from $41,000 to $224,000 annually and 
without the ICTS from $46,000 to $229,000. In addition to these revenues 
which are derived from operations for an average year it may be expected 
that there will be additional revenue derived should the Grey Cup Final 
be held in the new facility. If such were the case, following the assump- 
tions used to determine the estimates above, an additional $105,000 of 


revenue would be anticipated. 


el 


A 


7 
. 


a 


- 


Bu ee : es ae. ; 
aig iq) jal 

so" ¥ rie H vert ai j 
We tia Fi Mie Ake tees fo 

, onal Mee uad | tihy Tie Teh ae) 


HAMILTON STADIUM/ARENA FEASIBILITY STUDY 
rn er OE BLES STUY 


APPENDIX 20 


FINAL COST REPORT 


HAMILTON STADIUM/ARENA STUDY 


Phase 2 


FINAL COST REPORT 


Prepared by: 


Hanscomb 
Roy 
Associates 


Suite 210 

920 Yonge Street 
Toronto, Ontario 
M4W 3C7 


September, 1980 


Oe 


| HAMILTON STADIUM/ARENA STUDY 


2 0-7 | 


Final Cost Report (Phase 2) 


INTRODUCTION 


In order to predict the anticipated level of capital cost expenditure for the 
optional facilities under study, analysis was made of historical data gathered 
from recently tendered or built Projects of a similar function and capacity 

to that contemplated for Hamilton. The cost data was obtained from information 
in HRA's files or by telephone surveys of specific facilities. 


This cost data was analysed and adjusted to prepare a cost model for each 
Physical option under study, namely: 


- Expansion of Ivor Wynne Stadium to an ultimate Capacity 
of approximately 42,500 seats. 


- Provision of New Stadium on either of two peripheral sites and 
with a similar capacity (42,500 seats). 


- Provision of New Trade Centre/Arena on either of two downtown 
sites with a capacity of approximately 15,000 seats. 


The cost of the combined stadium/arena complex was not analysed for reasons 
stated elsewhere in this report. 


COSTING METHODOLOGY 


For each facility option, analysis was made of similar facilities constructed 
in Canadaor the United States to determine whether a common cost factor existed 
in relation to seating capacities. 


All costs were adjusted to reflect a Hamilton equivalent cost as at September 1980 
for direct comparison. Exhibits 201,202 & 2D 3 show historical tabulation 

which show a wide variance in the cost per seat and which reflect differences 

jn design and location. 


The technique of cost modelling was selected as the best approach to establish 
the probable level of capital cost for each facility. The technique involves the 
detailed cost analysis of similar projects built elsewhere and adjusting this 
data to suit a Hamilton site in current dollars. 


From the projects studied the following were selected to form the basis of the 
cost models. 


(i) Taylor Field Expansion, Regina (8,500 seats) to simulate the 
expansion of Ivor Wynne Stadium, Hamilton. 
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HAMILTON STADIUM/ARENA STUDY 


Final Cost Report (Phase 2) 2 D-2 


COSTING METHODOLOGY (cont'd) 


(ii) Commonwealth Games Stadium, Edmonton (42,783 seats) to simulate a 
new stadium condition in Hamilton 


(iii) Omni Coliseum/Trade Centre, Atlanta Georgia (15,000 seats) to simulate 
a new Arena/Trade Centre jn Hamilton. 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 


On the basis of the cost models prepared from the analysed data of the Projects 
Previously noted, the following are the major cost factors. 


Tt should be noted that costs have been calculated in today's dollars 
(September 1980), Figures in parenthesis reflect the anticipated level of 
costs when each of the facilities is assumed to be tendered, namely: 
Expansion of Ivor Wynne Stadium - January 1982 
New stadium or new arena - July 1982. 


1. The probable cost to expand Ivor Wynne Stadium by providing an additional 
8,500 seats between the goal lines on the south side would be $10.4 M ($12.3M) 


é. An additional cost of $11.6M ($13.7 M) would be required to upgrade this expanded 
Facility to a “good-as-new" stadium. That is a total cost of .$22M ($26M). 


3. The probable cost of a new stadium of similar capacity to that stated above 
(42,500 seats approx) built on Site 2 without a roof would be $32.4M ($40.1M). 


4. The probable cost of the same stadium built on site 2A would be. $32.5 M 
($40.3M). 


5. The probable cost of a new Trade Centre/Arena (15,000 fixed seats) built 
on site 6 would be $38.8 M ($48.1M). 


The probable cost of the same Trade Centre/Arena built on site 7 would be 
$37.75 M-($46,8M) ; 


fe) 


Land costs and costs associated with possible restructuring of ground 
transportation systems are excluded from the above. 
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CAPITAL COSTS 
Inclusions 


The total capital costs include: 


- Construction Cost of Building (Arena or Stadium) 
- Site Development Costs at each site 

- Equipment Costs 

- Professional Fees 

“ Program Contingency 


Building Construction Costs 


Tne net building cost as tendered, exclusive of site development and 
movable equipment costs and professional fees, but inclusive of seats, 
scoreboard, sound system, etc. 


Site Development 


Cost of roads, parking, fencing, service connections, within each site 
boundary. 


Equipment Costs | 


Movable equipment e.g., stage, basketball floor, boxing ring, seats, etc. 
Professional Fees . 


The professional fees for Architects, Engineers, Lawyers, Cost Consultants 
and Specialist Consultants, together with the cost of surveys, soil tests, 
. public relations, models, etc., have been carried in this amount. It is 

| estimated that these costs would amount to 10% of construction and site 
development costs. 


Program Contingency 


A contingency allowance of 5% has been included to cover unforeseen 
conditions or situations arising throughout the duration of each project. 


Exclusions 
- Land costs 
- Road & Service costs outside site boundary 


- Financing charges 
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HAMILTON STADIUM/ARENA STUDY 


Final Cost Report (Phase 2) oi ee 


| CAPITAL COSTS (cont'd) 


Escalation Index to 1980 


Costs of previously completed projects in U.S.A., have been adjusted 

for escalation by reference to output indices prepared by Robert Snow 
Means Company, Inc., U.S.A. Those projects in Canada have been adjusted 
by reference to output indices prepared by Construction Data Systems, Ltd 
Montreal. 


| Local to Hamilton Index 


It is necessary to compare costs on an equal basis geographically which 

will take account of the climate conditions which affect design. Therefore, 
to transpose, say Omni Coliseum to Hamilton, a composite factor is applied 
to its local cost to account for wage, material and other cost differences 
existing between the two cities. 


Indices prepared by the above two firms have been used for this exercise. 
Assumed Schedules and Future Escalation 


For the purpose of this study it is assumed that contract drawings will be 
ready for tendering at the following times: 


Ivor Wynne Expansion January 1982 

| New Arena or Stadium July 1982 

On thisbasis taking into account all economic factors and conditions 
affecting construction cost trends, we believe current costs will escalate 
between now and January 1982 by 18% and 24% to July 1982. The figures 
quoted in the Summary of Findings reflect this opinion. 


| ~ Escalation for the duration of the construction period has been included in the | 
costs. The estimated construction period is as follows: 


Ivor Wynne Stadium 12 months for Basic Facility 

18 months for Full Facility 
| New Stadium 28 months 
New Arena 22 months 
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HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY | 


Cost Model for Extending & Upgrading Ivor Wynne Stadium o20=8 


From previous similar projects surveyed (Exhibit 201), it was identified that the 
design concept used to provide an additional 8,500 seats to the stand at Taylor 
Field, Regina, could also be applied to the Hamilton situation and this was 
selected as the basis of the cost model. Illustrations of this facility are 
presented elsewhere in the report by kind permission of the prime consultants, 
Reid, Crowther and Partners Ltd, 


The prime consultants for the Taylor Creek project provided details of the 
final construction costs and very kindly assisted the study group to identify 
the key factors to permit a detailed cost analysis to be made. 


Exhibit2 04 which follows shows this detailed cost analysis which forms the 
basis of the cost model for extending the Ivor Wynne Stadium. 


The following notes amplify this cost model, the item numbers for which co-incide 
with those making up the cost model. 


1. Stand Cost - Total construction cost derived from contractor's 
final accounts. 


2. Escalation and Location Adjustments - Increases in cost due 
to escalation and location differences, 


3. The resultant cost would provide exactly the same facility 
in Hamilton today. 


4. The existing Ivor Wynne Stadium is higher than the original 
stand at Regina. Adjustment has been made to allow for this 
extra height requirement. 


9. Possible adjusted costs to suit Hamilton situation for basic 
stand. 


6- ; 

18 Estimates of site development work required to the Ivor Wynne 
grounds, including demolition of bleachers at west side, provision 
of bus terminal, relocation of existing soccer field with provision 
of new changing accommodation, etc. 


19- 
20 Professional fees and contingencies associated with the provision 
of the “Basic: Facility. 
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HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 


Cost Model for Extending & Upgrading Ivor Wynne Stadium 


‘Optional Extras 


In order to compare this facility to what a new facility of the same 
capacity would provide, extra items need to be considered. 


Should the existing bleachers at the west end be demolished to 

make way for a new bus terminal, the same amount of seats would 
have to be added to the new stand. Whilst this is a large 

expense, there is no doubt the quality of seats, interms of viewing, 
will be greatly enhanced. 


In order to permit the addition of a running track, the south stand 
lower seats have to be removed. Allowance has been made in this 
item for the provision of collapsible, telescopic seats. 


Private boxes should provide additional revenue. The cost for 
these are shown here which would include elevator access, wasnroom 
facilities, ete. 


Cost of providing portable running track. 


This cost includes surface drainage to North stand and sealing, 


repairing, refinishing and waterproofing both stands. 

This is purely an allowance to cover cost of refurbishing existing 
facilities, providing new locker rooms,-lounge, administrative 
offices, etc., within same. 


Cost includes removal and replacement of all existing seats. 
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| Cost Analysis of Taylor Field Expansion, Regina | 


| Seating capacity of New Stand 8.500 Completion date: Spring 1980 


Total Cost 
Element Cost Seat Scope 
| $.000's 

Substructure 337, 39.65 Excavation, foundations | 

| Structure 1,850 a Bacto Steel frames, floors 
| Cladding 756 88.94 Quter walls, doors, | 
windows 
| Partitions 255 30.00 Interior walls and doors : 
Stairs and Ramps 334 39.29 Stairs, ramps | 
| 
Finishes 96 ii<29 Walls, floor & ceiling | 
Finishes 
Fittings & Equipment 292 647,35 Built-in fittings, washroom, - 


i 
accessories 
| 


Mechanical 682 80.24 Heating, ventilation, 
; ms plumbing 
Electrical 492 57.24 Service distribution 
Lighting 
Overheads & Profit 612 72.00 - 
Demolition & Renovations Lae 14.35 To existing structure 


Total Construction Costs 685 .00 (Rounded) 
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HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY E 
Cost Model for Extending & Upgrading Ivor Wynne Stadium 2 0-7 
te Stand Cost (Regina) per summary breakdown 
| (see previous page). $ 5,828,000 
23 Adjust for escalation to September 1980 and 
for Hamilton location (30%) 1,748,000 
3. Probable cost for exactly the same facility 
built in Hamilton (September 1980) $ 7,576,000 
Building Adjustments 
| 4. Additional height requirements of stand including 
extra floor accommodation 620,000 
se Probable cost of adjusted stand to suit Hamilton 
($964 per seat) 8,196,000 
Site Development 
6. Remove existing seating bleachers 9,000 
the Demolish existing change room 6 ,000 
8. Remove timber wall,west side 3,000 
OF Asphalt paving to bus terminal 35,000 
10. Raised concrete paving to bus terminal 33,000 
inh New parking surface 40 ,000 
Wak New wooden fence, west side 30 ,000 
| 13s Relocate soccer field 28,000 
14, New bleachers, arcade and change rooms 435 ,000 
15. Remove existing scoreboard, press boxes 10,000 
Ne Relocate lighting standards 20 ,000 
iv’ Mechanical & Electrical site services 100 ,000 | 
18. Landscaping 35 ,000 | 
Probable cost (Stand + Site Development) 9,000,000 | 
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| HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 
Cost Model for Extending & Upgrading Ivor Wynne Stadium 20-8 
Based on Cost Analysis of Taylor Field Stadium, Regina) 
b/f $9 ,000 ,000 
19. Professional Fees (allow 10%) 900,000 
20. Program Contingency (allow 5%) 500 ,000 
eeasic Fact) ity” Cost 10,400,000 
Optional Extras to upgrade existing stadium 
to 'good as new' condition (costs include 
fees and contingencies) 
24; Provision of additional 4,716 seats at ends of 
new stand to replace existing bleachers 
removed (Based on $964 per seat). 5,250,000 
ee Replace seating of lower south stand with 
telescopic seats (1,232) including removal 
of existing construction. 600 ,000 
Cos Provision of private boxes including elevator 
access : 500 ,000 
24, Portable running track 250,000 
25%, Basic repairs to existing stand (waterproofing, / 
sealing, etc) 1,500 ,000 
26. Allowances for refurbishment of existing 
facilities (new locker rooms, lounge, 
administration offices, etc) say 2,000 ,000 
27. Replacement of existing seating (30,000 ; 
remaining) 1,500 ,000 
Probable cost for 'good- 
as-new' Stadium (42,447 seats) 
using Regina concept $22,000,000 
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HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 


| Cost Model For New Stadium 


From previous similar projects surveyed (Exhibit2D2),it was identified that 

the design concept used to develop the Commonwealth Stadium, Edmonton, 

(42,783 seats) could also be applied to the Hamilton situation and this was 

selected as the basis of the cost model. Illustrations of this facility | 
| are presented elsewhere in the report by kind permission of the prime ! 
| consultants Ragan, Bell, McManus Consultants Ltd., Edmonton. 


This consultant provided details of the final construction cost and very 
. kindly assisted the study group to identify the key factors to permit a 
detailed cost analysis to be made. 


Exhibit 205which follows shows this detailed cost analysis which forms the 
basis of the cost model used for sites2 and 24. The following notes amplify | 
this cost model, the numbers for which co-incide with those making up the 
cost model. 


1. Total construction cost, per final accounts. 


2. Market conditions: Due to the national importantance of the | 
project and the very tight time frame within which the | 
construction had to be completed, total co-operation was 
received from all contractors, suppliers and work people 

| to prevent strikes, delays, etc. The resultant effort 

stimulated a very competitive bidding environment and 

led to provision of a highly economical hac ty. 


It is not expected that this condition would apply equally 
to the Hamilton situation in the foreseeable future. 


3. The Recreation and Athletic Centre, whilst providing 
facility administration, dressing room and support space, 
/ also contained recreation facilities to be used by the 
‘| community at large, e.g., gymnasia, squash courts, etc. 
All of these facilities would not be required for Hamilton 
and an assessment has been made of the cost of these items 
| and deducted from the total cost. 


4, Deduction for all site development costs from Edmonton total. 

5. Escalation adjustment includes for increased costs from 1975 
as well as the cost differential between Edmonton and 
Hamilton 


6. Cost of retaining wall to close off end of Stadium where 
Recreation and Athletic Centre removed (item 3). 


7. Additional space required due to deletion of Recreation 
and Athletic Centre (item 3). 


8. It is assumed that new stadium would require artificial 
turf, similar to what has been provided at Ivor Wynne. 
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HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 


Cost Model for New Stadium 2 D-10 | 


The resultant cost of $25.4M indicates the probable level of 
expenditure of the stadium excluding site development costs. 


Site Development Costs (Site 2) 


ox 
| 14 Indicates anticipated work required to set this basic stadium 
: On site 2: 

15- 


16 Professional fees and contingencies for total program. 


Site Development Costs (Site 2A) | 


Includes anticipated work required to set the basic stadium 
on Site 2A. : 
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| HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 

Cost Analysis of Commonwealth Games Stadium, Edmonton, Alberta 

| Seating Capacity: 42,783 Completion Date: Spring 1978 


| Element Cost per Scope | 
| Seat : 
(42.703) | 
. Formation of depressed Excavation & formation of berm | 
field bowl 1,000 eT | 
|2. Sportsfield & Track 1,700 Sora Drainage, natural turf field, | 
| running track. 
3. On-grade seats 2,700 6 Sag} Insulation, gravel, grade beams, 
bleachers, drainage, etc 
4. Elevated seats 1,900 44,4] Foundation, structure, stairs, 
cladding, bleachers, drainage. | 
15. Seating units 1,700 39.74 | Fixed Seats 
6. Athletic Centre 3,420 79.94 Recreation Centre including 
changing, gymn, lounge, admin. | 
|7. Concessions & washrooms 1,400 32.72 Male & female, public or private 
WR's. Non food prep. Concessions 
8. Press Box 400 9.35 |Press and T.V. facilities. 
9. Ticket Sales 50 ae i, Gatenouses, crowd control, ticket 
sales. 
10. Field Store 5 ee: Equipment storage, maintenance 
11. No roof . - No roof. 
112. Field lighting 15 ‘Ree Halide or quartz units 
13. Sound system 1,600 37.40 | Stand: Press box: field sound 
system. 
14. Scoreboard 800 18.70 | Electronic, including structure 
15. Entrance & Concourse 850 19.87 | Paving, retaining walls, railings 
(Main circ. elements) 
16. Miscellaneous 300 Fase) Signs, turnstiles, flagpoles, etc 
17. Site Development 1,780 41.61 | Pavings, fencing, planting, site 
Services, etc: 
Total Construction Costs | $19,800 $463.00 | (Rounded) 
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HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 


Cost Model for New Stadium on Site 2 


(Based on Cost Analysis of Commonwealth Stadium, Edmonton) 


Total 1975 Stadium Cost (Edmonton) per summary 
breakdown (see previous page) 


Adjust to reflect less favourable market 
conditions which will exist in Hamilton 


Probable cost of same facility 
in Hamilton 


Delete Recreation & Athletic Centre from Edmonton 


Delete Site Development Costs from Edmonto 


Probable Cost (less Athletic 
Centre and Site Development 


Adjust for escalation to September 1980 and for 
Hamilton location (48%) 


Probable Cost September 1980 


Stadium Adjustment 


Retaining wall where Athletic Centre removed 


~ Additional space for facility administration, 


dressing rooms, support, etc. (say 20,000 SF) 
Premium for artificial turf (not included jn 
Edmonton Cost) 


Probable Cost (Stadium) 


Hanscomb 
Roy 
Associates 


$19,800 ,00 


1,100,000 


20,900 ,000 


(3,420,000) 


15,700 ,000 


7 5550 ,000 


$23,250,000 


150,000 
1,000 ,000 
1,000 ,000 


$25 ,400 ,000 


| 
i 
| 
(1,780,000) oT | 


| 
| 


DT 


feos 


Oo, 008, ¢f7 


OOS, OOF, f 


905,002 35 
Te) (UO, USe, =) 


if (be .08*, 1) 


00, 005. er 


600, Dat 
f0..006, i 
O00, MOG, 


000, COF, 282 


“tame Veh mang S262 — at 
i= eet verg.sa' / 


Japvem’ a (de Vove’ Bi hae: 
rete acts eee 


UTHTSED Bez To Fz Sfaaeos® 7) 
not! imsp nt 


neinomhs mow sytne) sfr|elATA& norsasy seh sia/agh = 
a a 


orngmbs Nott 23360 arias! Tevao 22/2 s3ae@ = 7 . 


STipsteA 2251) F200 sfdedov9 


treemolsvsl s7t2 bos eisne0 a 


to? one 088! vesinasqaz ‘ nofsetsaes Bet 
: (GH) aot ss3of 0S 


OB wsameiqs? S200 sfdsdord 


bevoesy eijnsl shrsingé erarw | 


nbnes Yori toey apt, sasa2 Dre pebe 

Ge dees “Oe) ts. drendue,z patag: 
wt bebwfsnt toa Seu: syortheyeiror um 
{7207 


‘trp rneye) ted? 4idedors 


[OO  ——— ey 


SSsS= 


= ——— 


HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 


Cost Model for New Stadium on Site 2 
(Based on Cost Analysis of Commonwealth Stadium, Edmonton) 


b/f $25,400,000 
Site Development Costs (Site 2) 
Culvert to replace creek 125 ,000 
Asphalt paving including lines and bumpers 1,200 ,000 
Concrete paving 370,000 
Storm drainage and sewer connections 530 ,000 
Car park and Sollard lighting 275,000 
Landscaping allowance 100,000 
Professional fees (allow 10%) 2,800,000 
Program contingency (allow 5%) 1,600 ,000 


Probable cost of New 

Stadium on Site 2 $32,400,000 
(42,783 seats) using - 

Edmonton Concept SSsssssss== 
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| HAMILTON ARENA STUDY 
| 
| 


Cost Model for New Arena 2 D-14 


| From previous similar projects surveyed (Exhibit 203),it was identified that 
the design concept used to develop the Omni Coliseum and Trade Centre, 


Atlanta (15,000 seats) could also be applied to the Hamilton situation 
and this was selected as the basis of the cost model. Illustrations of 
this facility are presented elsewhere in this report by kind permission 
of the prime consultants, Thomson, Ventulett, Stainbek and Associates Inc., 
Atlanta, Georgia. 
This consultant provided details of the final construction cost and very 
kindly assisted the study group to identify the key factors to permit a 
detailed cost analysis to be made. 
Exhibit 2D6which follows shows the detailed cost analysis which forms the 
basis of the cost model used for site 6 and 7. The following notes amplify 
this cost model, the numbers for which co-incide with those making up the 
cost model. 
UP Total construction cost per final accounts. 
ry Escalation and location increase. 
| 3% Cost of exactly the same facility built in Hamilton today. 
Building Adjustments 
4, The Atlanta project has a raised podium surrounding the building. 
Tne exterior walls below the podium level are not exposed and 
therefore, do not require to be up to 'street quality’. 
Adjustment is made for the Hamilton situation which will 
require more exposed wall surface. 
ay In order to expand the playing surfaces to provide more Trade 
Centre space, telescopic seats have been included in lieu of 
| fixed seats. 
6. A conventional flat roof for the Hamilton facility in lieu 
of the raised pod design will save $474,000. 
is Allowance to cover cost of providing movable equipment for 
additional forms of recreation which would generate further 
revenues. 


| 
== Hanscomb 
| Roy 


Associates 


SS oe ee a '— - "a a) i i _ # =“ 


© 


72 ECA 


| 

(OM Soy rine 
Shtye itp : is onp5ke vu YSeorto fi 
Jase batt7 


i: v= i ‘) i237 fi pea Bi an: . * + et ano Thsdnds ry 
WOO, ASSE Svar ‘iby ABi=eh bod poe ley i ane tp: 
: [Pe S1 OAM OTST Vi 14 fads 42yon ‘9 SINBWOT TA | ae. 
"SITET SPRENSE Riuge Wotiw rotteeissy tO snot Tenors thhe + 
: _ j 
Pause 
7 im 


a 


HAMILTON ARENA STUDY 


| Cost Model for New Arena 
a 


| 


The resultant cost of $28.4 Million indicates the probable 
level of current expenditure for the building excluding 
site development costs. 
Site Development Costs (Site 6) 
8-16 Includes the cost of anticipated work required to set the basic 


arena on site 6 and tie into surrounding facilities. 


Site Development Costs (Site 7) 


2-8 Includes anticipated work required to set basic stadium on 
Site. | 


It should be noted, all costs quoted exclude land costs, finance 
| charges and road and service costs outside site boundaries. 


Optional items for Arena on either site 


ii Air supported domed roof structure with stainless 
steel membrane in lieu of conventional flat roof NO ADDITIONAL COST 


es Suspended conventional floor system in lieu of 
telescopic seats 


This system envisages a hung floor at ceiling 
level which can be lowered to form a Trade Centre 


floor Extra $1,900,000 
a Provision of ten (10) luxury viewing boxes within 
the Arena Extra $100,000 
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HAMILTON ARENA STUDY 
Cost Analysis of Omni Coliseum, Atlanta, Georgia 


Fixed Seating Capacity: 15,000 Completion Date: October 1972 


Element COSt/ 
Cost Seat 


15,000 


Scope 


Substructure 17029 68.60 | Excavation, Foundations, 
Piling 
Structure 3,420 228.00 | Steel Frame, Floors, Steel 
Support. 
Cladding 1,153 76.86 | Outer walls, doors, windows, | 
Roof | 
| Partitions 3 37] 24.73 | Interior walls & doors | 
Stairs & elevators 367 27.46 | Stairs, ramps, escalation | 
& elevators 
| Interior finishes 500 33.33 | Wall, Floor & Ceiling finishes { 
| 
Fittings & Equipment 1,045 69.67 | Built-in Fittings, Seating | 
Mechanical 15795 119.67 | Heating, Ventilation, Plumbing 
and Drainage, Fire Protection. 
| Electrical 953 63.53 | Services, distribution, 
lighting 
Overneads and Profit 657 43.8] Contractor's fees and i 
overheads | 
NET BUILDING COST 11,290 752.66 | 
Site Development 710 47 .34 
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS 12,000 800.00 | Final Costs October 1972 
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HAMILTON ARENA STUDY 2 0-16 
Cost Model for New Arena on Site No 6 
(Based on Cost Analysis of Omni Coliseum, Atlanta, Georgia) 
1. Net Building Cost (Omni, Atlanta) per summary 
breakdown (see previous page) 1,290,000 
2. Adjust for escalation to September 1980 and for 
Hamilton location (130%) 14,663,000 
33 Probable cost for exactly the same facility built 
| in Hamilton September 1980 25,954,000 
| Building Adjustments 
4, Additional ‘street quality' exterior walls (Hamilton 
reqires more exposed wall surfaces on N & W elevtions)ADD 120,000 
5. Telescopic seating to certain sections in lower level 
to permit expanded trade centre space ADD 1,300,000 
65. Replace raised pod roof design of Omni by conventional 
flat-roof DEDUCT (474,000) 
ie Provision of Movable Equipment ADD 1,500,000 
- Indoor soccer floor 185 ,000 
- Basket ball floor 160 ,000 
- Indoor running track 485 ,000 
- Stage 330,000 
- Boxing ring 6 ,000 
~ Circus floor 33 ,000 
- Portable seats 100 ,000 
- Electronic score board 28 ,000 
- CCTV Screen for boxing matches 6 ,000 
= -Lambont 22,000 
- Miscellaneous 145,000 
ADD 1,500,000 
Probable Cost (Building) 28,400 ,000 
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HAMILTON STADIUM STUDY 
Cost Model for New Stadium on Site 6 
(Based on Cost Analysis of Omni Coliseum, Atlanta, Georgia) 


B/F $28,400 ,000 

Site Development Costs (Site 6) 
Raised Plaza Extension $ 480,000 
Additional Promenade Level 2,730,000 
People Ramps from Street to Plaza Level 240,000 
Basement Parking & Storage 860,000 
Connecting Mall Space : 33,000 
Public Escalators 650,000 
Street Level Parking 50,000 
Mechanical & Electrical Service Connections 70,000 
Landscaping 40 ,000 
Probable Cost (Building & Site) 33,553 ,000 
Professional Fees (allow 10%) 3,357,000 
Program Contingency (allow 5%) 1,890 ,000 


Probable Arena Cost (15,000 seats) 
(Site 6) $38 ,800 ,000 


The above costs exclude land costs and financing charges 
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HAMILTON ARENA STUDY 
Cost Model for New Arena on Site No 7 


Probable Cost of Building 


Site Development 


ide Demolitions 
3. Basement Excavations 


4, Truck Ramps 


5. Basement Parking 
6. Surface Paving . 
7. °° Mechanical & Electrical Service Connections 


8. Landscaping 


9. Professional Fees (allow 10%) 


10 Program Contingency (allow 5%) 


Probable Cost Arena (Site 7) $3 


NOTE: The above costs exclude land costs and financing charges 
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(Based on Cost Analysis of Omni Coliseum, Atlanta, Georgia) 


(as items 1 to 7 (site 6)) $28,400 ,000 


110,000 
485 ,000 
145 ,000 
So 1o,000 
263 ,000 
75,000 
100 ,000 


Probable Cost Building and Site $32 ,693 ,000 
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STADIUM/ARENA FEASIBILITY STUDY 


APPENDIX 2E 


LAND USE ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL SITES 
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APPENDIX 2E 


LAND USE ASSESSMENT OF POTENTIAL SITES 
UG INTRODUCTION 


The preliminary evaluation of potential sites for an arena and/or 
stadium facility described in the Phase 1 report concluded that the facilities 
would be better developed independently. It determined that, for the arena, 
sites in the downtown area ranked most highly; and concluded that the arena 
should also serve the function of a trade centre, complementing the convention 
centre presently under construction. This proposed dual role for the arena/ 
trade centre necessitates its location in close proximity to the convention 
centre, thus reinforcing the preference for a downtown location. Consequently, 
three downtown sites were carried forward from the preliminary evaluation for 


detailed analysis in this second phase. 


Similarly, three potential sites for a stadium were retained. These 
include the betaine Ivor Wynne Statium as. well as two other sites in peripheral 
locations. Subsequent to the completion of the Phase 1 report, bitead ast ona 
site was proposed and has been included in this analysis. Since this new site 


is located in proximity to Site -#2, it has been referred to as Site #2a. 


A number of other potential sites for the arena or stadium which had 
been proposed after completion of the Phase 1 analysis, were found, upon pre- 


liminary analysis, to be less suitable than the sites already under examination. 


All seven potential sites (which are shown on Exhibit ZE1. opposite) 
were subjected to detailed analysis of the site specific and locational attri- 
butes described in Phase 1. The results of the analysis are summarized below: 


and more detailed descriptions of each site are provided in Section 4. 


SILUS JFULNID FOVYL/WNIYVY TWILNILOd 


cié LISINXI 


" a7 Pe i = 
\ = r He Urs say 
“ i 3 4 ) Meret =i ! ies 
+99 ia u : es 
AREER Ad aT Fa Ly 
: ' 
r 


Bed 


maul ; 


cence 


€. POTENTIAL ARENA/TRADE CENTRE SITES 


The three potential arena/trade centre sites are shown on Exhibit 2E2. 
As can be seen, all are located within the downtown core of the City, in reta- 


tive proximity to the Convention Centre. 


The analysis of the sites concludes that Site #6 is clearly the most 
Suitable site for an arena/trade centre facility. This site enjoys numerous 


advantages, including: 


8 complete municipal ownership; 
a applicable zoning and official plan designations; 
® proximity to the Convention Centre it is intended to 


complement; 

& close relationships with the proposed office tower and 

hotel, which will serve as links between the Convention 

Centre and the arena/trade centre and will. complete and 

enhance the Jackson Square Redevelopment Area. 

Site #7 ranked second highest in the analysis of arena/trade centre 
sites. It is also relatively close to the Convention Centre, and pedestrian 
access across Bay Street might be incorporated into the design of the facility 
so as to provide a link to Jackson Square and the Convention Centre. Although 
this site would be suitable for the arena/trade centre, it suffers certain 
drawbacks in comparison with Site #6: 

8 a substantial portion of the site is in private owner- 
ship and would, therefore, necessitate acquisition; 

® a zoning amendment would be required; 

) Napier Street between Caroline and Bay Streets would 


have to be closed, and a by-law to that effect would 
be required; 
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8 the warehouse building fronting Caroline Street in the 

southern portion of the site would have to be demolished, 

even though it is in good condition and is occupied by 

Canada Post; 

6 development of the facility on this site might impact 

residents of the modern apartment building at the corner 

of Caroline and Market Streets; 

e it is more distant from the Convention Centre, and not- 
withstanding the possibility of a pedestrian link is 

separated from the Convention Centre and the main Jackson 

Square development by Bay Street, designated a Major Road 

in the plan for the central area. 

Site #18 proved to be the least suitable (of the three) for development 
of an arena/trade centre facility. Its most serious disadvantage is its 
distance from the Convention Centre and the consequent difficulty in using 
the facilities in conjunction with one another. Other major difficulties 
inherent to this site include: 

r) distance from the core area and related services and 
facilities which would derive economic benefit from 


location of the facility; 


@ difficulty of crossing John Street which is designated 
a Major Road in the Central Area Plan; 


B presence of the Wesley Centre on the northwest corner 
of Rebecca and John Streets, within the site; 


r presence of the Mackenzie Convalescent Centre adjacent 
to the site, which would be impacted by noise and traffic 
from the site; 
© difficulty of acquisition as there are a number of small 
lots under individual ownership, in addition to those 
owned by the City and one other major owner. 
The analysis of the potential arena/trade centre indicates that 
Site #18 is not as suitable for the development of the facility as the other 
two sites and it has been eliminated as a potential site. Description of the 


factors entering into the analysis with respect to each of the sites is given 


in more detail in Section 4. 
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3. POTENTIAL STADIUM SITES 


OF the potential stadium sites, Site #2 proved to be the most suit- 
able for construction of a new facility. It enjoys numerous advantages 


including: 


@ partial municipal ownership; 
® conformity to Regional and City Official Plans; 


@ proximity to the new shopping centre and its related 
facilities; 


® good accessibility with the possibility of service by 
the Intermediate Capacity Transit System (ICTS); 


8 proximity to residential areas whose populations could 

use the facility. 

Site #2a, which was included subsequent to the Phase 1 evaluation, 
shares many of the advantages of Site#2 with respect to accessibility and proxi- 
mity to population. However, certain major considerations make it less attrac- 
tive than Site. #2: 

¢ the site would have to be assembled and bought from 

various owners, incurring greater costs than Site #2; 

rz) development of the site would be incompatible with 
existing residential uses along Limeridge or Upper 


Snerman Road; 


® existing Official Plan and zoning designations would 
have to be changed; 


r) opposition to development of the site has been raised 
by the developers of the adjacent shopping centre. 


Site #9 also proved to have certain inherent problems. Among its 


major drawbacks are: 
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g available acreage is insufficient to fulfill the parking 
requirements, necessitating the acquisition of additional 
lands. This would partially offset the advantages of 
municipal ownership of the site; 


® distance from related commercial facilities which would 
derive economic benefit from the Stadium; 


® relative inaccessibility by public transit, present or 
future; 
8 comparatively unattractive location in an industrial area, 


immediately adjacent to the Region's garbage transfer 
Station; and near to a planned open scrapyard. 
For these reasons, site #9 was considered to be the least suitable 


of the three potential sites for a new stadium. 


In summary, Sites #2a and #9 proved less Satisfactory as potential 
sites and Site #2was retained as the most attractive for development of a new 


facility. 


In addition, the option of expanding Ivor Wynne was also retained 
for conceptual design. It enjoys numerous advantages, not the least of which 
is the savings in capital costs compared to construction of a new Cacidcdkbys 


The stadium: 


8 is well located and accessible by car and transit, although 
it-1senotrwrthin” the £67S-corridor; 

8 has a number of commercial facilities in proximity; 

® is situated within a residential area whose population 


can benefit from the facility; 

% maximizes the use of existing facilities, an important 
consideration in the context of the total investment 
required to develop both a stadium and arena/trade centre. 


If the social and environmental impacts occasioned by the stadium 


could be mitigated through design and transportation policies, this alternative 
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would provide the most economical approach to achieving a stadium of major 


league calibre. 


More details on each of the four potential stadium sites and the 


factors involved in the analysis are included in the following section. 


4. _ DESCRIPTIONS OF SITES 


In this section, more details are given concerning each of the seven 


potential sites for an arena/trade centre or stadium. 


Arena/Trade Centre 

Site iG 

Site #6, shown on Exhibit 2€3, comprises Phase VI of the Jackson Square 
Redevelopment Plan and measures 173,652 square feet or 3.99<acres 0 1ti 1$ ore- 
sently zoned 'I/S-532, that is, Central Area modified by a special provision 
number 532. This special provision refers to byataw 77-204, which removed the 
minimum area and yard requirements, usually applicable in'I'zones, for those 
lands falling within the Jackson Square Redevelopment Area. The land uses 
permitted in the areas designated 'I/S-532' are subject to the Jackson Square 
Redevelopment Plan. In the original plan, this site was Proposed for resi- 
dential use. However, Addendum #9 dated February, 1980, modifies the proposed 
uses, stating that: "Phase VI is reserved for such future residential, commer- 
cial and other uses in such sub-phases as the City may decide." Development 
of an arena/trade centre, which will be operated as a commercial enterprise 
will, therefore, be compatible with the commercial] designation and no amendment 
to the redevelopment plan or the zoning by-law will be required. However, 
according to Section 3.05 of the Jackson Square Agreement, site plans and bane 
ceptual designs are subject to a review by the Review Authority, consisting of 


the City's Chief Engineer and his advisors. 
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Development of the arena/trade centre on this site would be very 
compatible with the other components of the Jackson Square Redevelopment Area. 
The facility would be immediately adjacent to a Proposed office tower as wel] 
as a hotel, both of which will front onto King Street. Furthermore, the 
design of the facility could be such as to Provide commercial facilities at 
street level, to ensure compatibility with adjacent uses and to Provide an 
interesting facade to the street. The Redevelopment Plan presently Bee sack 
a proposed pedestrian overpass linking the Convention Centre on the south side 
of King Street with the proposed hotel on the north Side. This could be incor- 
porated into a pedestrian circulation route which would continue through the 
hotel to the arena/trade centre, thus maintaining a link between the trade and 
convention centres and assuring a continuity of use. No crossing of north- 


south arterials would be required. 


Development of the arena/trade centre facility on this site would 
essentially complete the Redevelopment Plan and would be compatible with other 
uses in proximity. To the east, within Jackson Square, is the newly constructed 
Central Library and Farmer's Market as well as retail and office use. On the 
south. side of King Street to the west of the Convention Centre is the Art 
Gallery and the Board of Education for the City of Hamilton. These areas 
also fall within the Redevelopment Pian. To the north of the site, across 
York Boulevard there is a new small Royal Bank building, a Salvation Army 
building and the Philipott Memorial Church. Other land uses to the north of 
the site include a mixture of light industrial and residential uses as well as 
a number of vacant lots used for parking. The land to the west of the Site 
across Bay Street is essentially vacant except for a number of retail estab- 
lishments along King Street and a modern apartment block at the corner of 


Caroline and Market Streets. This whole area to the west, which includes 


—— — ae a SS Ey —__ Gee" —_ aE EE aye eee =~ ees afl —E EEE —— ae ——ss 
y 


Site #7 of this analysis, is designated in the Central Neighbourhood Plan 
for redevelopment to high density commercial and apartment uses. Should 
Site #6 be developed for the arena/trade centre, consideration might be 
given to the possibility of removing the residential component of this 
designated land use, in order to create a commercial-only transitional zone 


between the arena and the residential areas to the west, 


The central location of Site #6 within the Ca ty ‘and “in@fact the 
core, places related facilities and services in close proximity, thereby 
enhancing the probability of economic spinoff benefits from the 1m: ke io a ek 
At the same time, development of the arena/trade centre on this site would 
conform with the policies enunciated in the Central Area Plan. Specifically, 
Paragraph 9 of the policies concerning Building Design states: 

"new buildings proposed on prominent sites: will receive 

special design considerations in order to fulfil their 

key contribution of landmarks. For example, the termi- 

nation of York Boulevard should--be developed as a land- 

Mark projecting the central area's desired image to 

persons entering the City." 

Development of the arena on this site at the point where York Boulevard changes 


alignment and near its termination at James Street, would indeed provide the 


landmark envisaged in the Central Area Plan. 


Site #6 also enjoys other considerable advantages, one of the most 
important being its present ownership. According to the Jackson Square Agree- 
ment, the City of Hamilton owns the property in partnership with the Provincial 
Government and the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. A nominel fee of 
$1.00 per square foot would be charged to the Municipality if it decided to 


acquire the land for the arena/trade centre. 
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Site #7 
Site #7, shown on Exhibit 2£4, consists of two blocks bounded by 
York Boulevard on the north, Market Street on the south, and Caroline Street 


and Bay Street to the west and east, respectively. 


The site measures approximately five acres, including the northern 
block which is entirely owned by the City, the block south of Napier Street, 
owned by one major developer, as well as the land comprising Napier Street 


which would be closed. 


The entire site is zoned CR-3', high density commercial and residen- 
tial; however the northern portion of the site jis subject to special provision 
number 481. This refers to the regulations contained in the York Street develop- 
ment guidelines, which establish setbacks and height limitations for lands 
abutting York Street. However it should be noted that a Zoning amendment or 
modification would be required to permit the development of an arena, and 
the York Street guidelines would probably be subject to modification in the 


context of a suitable design. 


Site #7 is located west of the Jackson Square Redevelopment Area and 
is surrounded by a variety of land uses. Site #6, described earlier, is 
immediately east of this site, across Bay Street. The rest of the Jackson 
Square Redevelopment Area lies further east and south of Site #7. On the 
north side of York Boulevard is the Sir John A MacDonald Secondary School, 
and to the east lies a mix of light industrial, commercial and residential 
uses. The block immediately south of this site is partly occupied by a high 
rise apartment block with small retail establishments along King Street. 
Finally, to the west of the site is an area of housing in relatively poor 


condition as well as a school for the mentally retarded. 
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The whole area comprising Site #7 and its adjacent land uses, with 
the exception of the two schools, has been designated for redevelopment in the 
Central Neighbourhood Plan. The area to the south of the site has been desig- 
nated for mixed commercial residential use while high-rise apartments are 


envisaged to replace the existing area of run-down housing to the west. 


Development of an arena/trade centre facility on this site would be 
compatible with the existing and proposed land uses in the immediate vicinity, 
although it may be. advisable to change the high density apartment designation 
immediately adjacent to this Site, to a 'CR-3 commercial/residential zone 


which would ease the transition from the arena to the adjacent residential uses. 


Tn general, the site would be Suitable for the development of an 
arena/trade centre, and might in fact hasten the redevelopment of the adjacent 
area. However there are certain problems inherent in its development for the 


facility which must be considered. 


Firstly, a Zoning amendment or modification would be required to the 
existing 'CR-3' zone. At the same time procedures for closing Napier Street 
would have to be followed, including the passing of a by-law to that effect. 
Closing the street would also entail costs of relocating the services under- 
neath it. The design of the facility would have to incorporate some provision 
for pedestrian access across Bay Street, linking the arena/trade centre with 


Jackson Square and ultimately the Convention Centre. 


The presence of the warehouse fronting along Caroline Street, which 
houses the Canada Post operations poses another drawback to development of this 
site. This building is in very good condition and its demolition would be 


premature. It has not proven feasible to design the arena around the Facal ity, 
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as this would substantially reduce the acreage available on this site. 


Another major drawback to development on this site is the fact that 
a large proportion is owned by private interests. Estimates of land cost 
for this site range from $20 to $27 per square foot resulting in a total cost 
of $2.6 to $3.5 million for the additional acreage required. This constitutes 


a considerable expenditure in comparison to that required for Site #6. 


In summary, although Site #7 would be suitable for development of an 
arena/trade centre which would be compatible with existing and proposed land 
uses, it suffers from certain disadvantages which make it less desirable and 


economical than Site #6, 


Site #18 
Site #18 occupies three city blocks in an "L" shape ee Wilson 
and King William Streets to the north and south, and Hughson and Catherine 
Streets to the west and east respectively and is illustrated in Exhibit 2E5. 
The site comprises a total of 7.5 acres. However, the shape of the entire 
site is not appropriate for construction of the arena/trade centre, and only 
two of the three blocks would be required. For a variety of reasons, it was 
decided to eliminate the most westerly city block (between Hughson and John 
Street) in favour of the two remaining biocks. These reasons include: 
® difficulty of closing John Street North which is a major 
road within the downtown and is designated as such in the 
Central Area Plan; 
r) private ownership. of a large portion of this block, as 


opposed to the block between Rebecca and King William 
Streets which is largely municipally owned; 


® presence of the Wesley Centre on the southwest corner of 

the block. This centre is owned and operated by the 

United Church of Canada and provides social services and 

community operated activities as well as accommodation 

for transients. The building is in good condition and 

its demolition would not be recommended. 

With the elimination of this block, the site remaining under con- 
Sideration comprised the two blocks between Wilson and King William Streets 
and John and Catherine Streets. The northern half of the site is essentially 
vacant, a major portion of which has been cleared and is presently for sale. 
Along Wilson Street, the only existing structures are one house which is vacant 
and boarded up and another which is for sale. There are three other homes at 
85, 87 and 89 Catherine Street, two of which are owned by the same family. 
The Canada and Grey Coach Bus Terminal is located in the middle of the site 
on the north side of Rebecca Street. The company has expressed a desire to 
relocate or redevelop but is awaiting a decision from the Intermediate Capacity 
Transit Service (ICTS) study with the hope of relocating in conjunction with 
a transit station. The block to the south of Rebecca Street is owned to a 
large extent by the Municipality and operated as a parking lot. On the south- 


southernmost part of the site is a large restaurant which appears to be in 


good condition. 


The northern and southern blocks within the site are zoned 'J' and 
'I' respectively. The first is a light and limited heavy industrial zone 
which would permit construction of the arena/trade centre. The 'I' zone, 
however, would not be suitable and would require amendments or modifications. 
The site is designated for commercial use in the Wesley Neighbourhood Plan, 


which would therefore, not be compromised by development of an arena. The 


areas immediately adjacent to the site are slated for tne most part for 
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At the present time, adjacent land uses consist primarily of light in- 
dustrial and commercial use, with some residential development to the north. 
The arena/trade centre would not conflict with these uses, with the notable ex- 
ception of the MacKenzie Convalescent Home at the corner of Rebecca and Catherine 
Streets. It is very likely that patients of the home would be disturbed by noise 


and activities centred on the arena. 


The most serious drawback of site #18 for the arena/trade centre is its 
distance from the Convention Centre and the proposed hotel and its separation 
from these facilities by John Street. Although the site may be within walking 
distance of these other facilities, the intervening land uses have no relation 
to the arena or Convention Centre and a pleasant and convenient pedestrian link 
would be difficult to develop. Use of the eoavent iG Centre and the arena/trade 
centre in conjunction with one another would become awkward. Furthermore, the 
lack of related retail services in the immediate vicinity of site #18 would re- 


duce the potential for economic spin-off from the centre. 


These factors, in addition to the fact that considerable expenditure 
would be required to acquire the site, make site #18 the least desirable of the 
three downtown sites, and it has, therefore, been eliminated from further con- 


sideration. 


Stadium Site #2 
Site #2, a potential stadium site, is located on the south side of 
the proposed Mountain Arterial, opposite the sub-regional shopping centre pre- 
sently under construction. This site, as shown on Exhibit 2E6, occupies approx- 


jmately 40 acres designated for Park and Recreational uses in the Rushdale 
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Neighbourhood Plan. Twenty acres of this park belong to the City of Hamilton 
while the remaining acreage belongs to the Ontario Land Corporation which also 
Owns the majority of the remaining land in the block between Upper Wentworth 
Street and Upper Sherman Avenue south of Limeridge Road East. The 0.L.C. has 
entered into an agreement with the City whereby it has agreed to deed the land 
for the park at a total cost of approximately $130,000 as sertect its 5% parkland 


dedication relating to development of adjacent lands. 


Development of the stadium on this site would require a zoning amend- 
ment from the present designation of ‘AA! Agriculture and 'A! Conservation 
Open Space, Park and Recreation to a suitable DONS se nener 1a ho OP Maho 
However, the proposed use would conform to the Recreational use intended for 
the site, even though the exact nature of recreational use would differ somewhat 


from that rwiginally envisaged. 


At the present time, the area adjacent to the site on the south side 
of the Proposed Mountain Arterial is relatively undeveloped, with only a few 
single family homes in the vicinity. On the north side of Limeridge Road, more 
extensive residential development has taken place and the sub-regional shopping 


centre is presently under construction. There is also a Legion Hall on the 


West side of Upper Wentworth, Opposite the shopping centre. 


The Rushdale Neighbourhood Plan designates most of the land around 
Site #2 for residential development, primarily low density Single-family and 
two-family accommodation. However, since this area is as yet undeveloped, there 
remains enough flexibility to design the stadium in such a way as to mitigate 
potential impacts on surrounding residential development. The stadium mi ght 


well be buffered from residential development to the south by intensive planting, 
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for example. Furthermore, the hydro-electric easement along the easterm edge 
Of the site would protect the residential areas to the east from the impact 

of the stadium. In this way, the stadium might be isolated from the residential 
uses adjacent and would, therefore, not conflict with them. At the same time, 
the stadium would be accessible to the resident population which could make use 
Of the facility. However, it should be noted that a certain amount of 
additional land may have to be acquired from the 0.L.C. in order to have 


Sufficient on-site Parking and permit adequate buffering. 


Location of the stadium on this site would complement the sub-regional 
centre to the north and would Strengthen the sub-regional node designated in 
the Hamilton-Wentworth Regional Official Plan. The site enjoys good road 
accessibility and will benefit from road improvements made to service the 
shopping centre. In addition, it may be close enough to the future Intermediate 
Capacity Transit Service line to permit either direct service to the Site, ora 


linkage via special bus routes. 


Site #2a 
Site #2a was proposed for analysis subsequent to completion of the 
Phase | evaluation of potential sites. Preliminary analysis indicated that it 
had potential for development of the Stadium, as it shared many of the advantages 


of Site #2 and it was therefore carried forward into this more detailed analysis. 


Tne site comprises approximately 40 acres in the Thorner neighbourhood, 
It is situated adjacent to the sub-regional shopping centre and north of Site #2 


and the proposed Mountain Arterial. 


Tne site is designated Residential in both the existing and the 


proposed Official Plan for the City of Hamilton. Consequently, a change in 
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designation to Recreation, Civic and Cultural in the present Official Plan and 


to Open Space in the Proposed Official Plan would be required. 


The Thorner Neighbourhood Plan designates the majority of the land 
for low density residential development, with provision for attached housing 
along the western edge of the Site, adjacent to the hydro-electric power 
easement. In the northern part of the site, land has been set aside for a park, 


adjacent to a public school. 


Zoning on the site ranges from 'RT' Row Town Housing, 'D', Single 
Family Residential, 'C', Single and Row Family Residential, to 'AA', Agricultural. 
Consequently, zoning amendments would be required to permit construction of the 
Stadium. The site shares many of the advantages attributed to Site #2 and its 
development would open up the possibility of having in this vicinity both the 
stadium as well as the park originally envisaged on Site #2. It also enjoys 
the potential benefit of close proximity to the shopping cnetre, which would 


make stores and parking more accessible to stadium patrons. 


Unfortunately however, developers of the adjacent shopping centre have 
indicated their strong opposition to location of a staidum on Site #2a, and 
their reluctance to share parking facilities. They fear that removal of the 
site from residential development will cut into their primary market and reduce 
trade. In this respect, Site #2 which was never designated for residential 
development, would be more acceptable. Although it may be argued that the pop- 
ulation which would be lost from Site #2a would only constitute a small pro- 
portion of the shopping centre's overall trade, the concerns of this major 
landowner, who has considerable sums invested in his property and who relied 


on te Official Plan designations on the adjacent lands, must be recognized. 
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There are certain other problems inherent in this site, most notably 
the presence of residential development fronting on Limeridge and Upper Sherman 
Roads. Designing the facility around these homes may be feasible, but protecting 
the residents from impacts associated with the stadium would be more difficult 
than in Site 2, where design of the facility would precede residential develop- 
ment and adequate buffering could more easily be incorporated into the site 


planning. 


Finally, development of the stadium on Site #2a would entail the 
assembly of the various parcels of land. The cost of acquistion is estimated 
to be $50,000 per acre. This would increase the necessary expenditures con- 
Siderably above those required for Site#2 where a substantial portion of the 


land is already in municipal ownership. 


In summary, the analysis of Site#2a has shown that its advantages 
are not clear enough to compensate for potential problems inherent in de ve lop- 


ment of this site and it has therefore been eliminated in favour of Site #2. 


Site #9 

Site #9, shown on Exhibit2£8 occupies 19.5 acres along Centennial 
Parkway South, and is entirely owned by the City of Hamilton. The site is 
zoned ‘KK/S 240' which is a restricted heavy industrial designation. It is an 
industrial area and is immediately adjacent to the Regional Municipality of 
Hamilton-Wentworth's Solid Waste Reduction Unit. The General Concrete 
Company's plant is located on the west side of Centennial Parkway. This 
company recently went bankrupt, and no other company has as yet resumed 
commercial operations there, although some negotiations have apparently 
taken place. An open scrap yard is expected to commence operations in this 
area shortly and immediately adjacent to the south of the site the Region 


operates a garbage transfer station. 
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In general, the adjacent land uses are light industrial and 
commercial in nature and would not be incompatible with a stadium. However, 
environs of the site cannot be regarded as attractive, and as the commercial 
facilities are not of the type to serve the patrons of the stadium, the 
potential for economic spill-over is minimally reduced. Furthermore, the site 
is quite removed from major residential areas and is not readily accessible 


for community use. 


Although the site is adequate for the construction of the Stadium, 
one of the greatest problems is inadequate space for on-site parking. 
Additional land for parking will be required elsewhere, A site of 22 acres, 
owned by the Ministry of Transportation and Communications is located to the 
northwest of Site #9 and may eventually be available for acquisition. How- 
ever, it appears that this site will only be offered’ to the Municipality 
after construction of the Red Hil] Creek Freeway at which time the Ministry will 
know exactly how much land will remain. Officials of cne-Crty~of Hamilton's 
Real Estate Department have estimated the current value of the land at $70,000 


per acre. 


The site also suffers from a relative lack of accessibility by public 
transit, present or future, and is outside the corridor under examination for 
the Intermediate Capacity Transit System (ICTS). The transportation analysis 
(Appendix 1F)further indicates that considerable expenditures would be required 


to provide adequate access onto the Queen Elizabeth Way. 


In summary, although Site #9 has the advantage of complete municipal 
ownership, there are significant drawbacks to the site which make it the least 
suitable of the other potential stadium sites, and it has also been eliminated 


from further consideration. 
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Site #8 
Site #8 is the site of the existing Ivor Wynne stadium, which was 
built in 1929 for the first British Empire Games. In 1961 it became the home 
of the Hamilton Tiger Cats and has continued in this role for almost 20 years. 


At the same time, the stadium is available for use by the community for a large 


Proportion of time. 


In this analysis, the feasibility of renovating the stadium to permit 
the addition of 8,500 seats to the existing structure has been evaluated. As 


this facility is already in place it enjoys several advantages: 


® it is municipally owned and would therefore not require 
aquisition of additional land; 

6 services are in place; 

t Since no additional land would be required for the 


expansion,few new land use impacts would be created. 


There are, however, a number of important planning considerations which must be 
taken into account. In 1976, zoning By-law 76-205 pertaining to the Stipely 
Neighbourhood was approved by the OMB. Among other things, it replaced the 
are previous 'D', Urban Protected Residential classification with an 'A' 
classification in recognition of the predominant recreational and community use 
notwithstanding the fact that Ivor Wynne stadium had been the home of the Tiger 
Cats for “it years. Furtheremore, Council has, to clarify its position, 


passed zoning By-law 80-131," which permits: 


ee ee SSSSsSSSSSSSsSSSSSSsSSSsFeMees 


1ay-law 80-131 amended By-law 79-333 which permitted: 
"a) a stadium operated as a public use and commercial uses 
accessory to the stadium; and 


b) buildings and structure existing at the date of the 
passing of this by-law." 


By-law 80-131 amended this by-law by replacing only the provisions contained 
in Clause (a). 
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a) a stadium operated for public and commercial purposes and 

commercial uses accessory to the stadium". 

This By-law is now before the OMB and a nearing has been set for October 
lr, T9980: However, in that the extent of commercial use Proposed in this study 
is only at the level that has been experienced over the active life of the stadium, 
it will continue as a predominantly Recreational and Community use, and hence 
no By-law change would appear to be necessary. However, to permit the construction 
of the new seats it would be necessary to obtain a minor variance to approve ex- 
ceeding the height limitation specified for "A" categories in By-law 6593. This 
would be the case irrespective of whether the new zoning By-law is approved or 
not. However, it should be noted that the status and interpretation of the zoning 


of Ivor Wynne should be reviewed after the OMB renders its aecision. 


It should be noted that the expansion would occur in the centre of the 
complex and would involve increasing the neight rather than the land area. 
However, as the size of the Brian Timis soccer field to the south of the stadium 
exceeds the standard requirements for this type of field, it will be reduced 
somewhat in order to allow the expansion of the existing parking area adjacent 
to it. At the same time, however, it is proposed to provide new bleachers Facing 
the soccer field, which will incorporate new changing room facilities for soccer 
players and a sheltered seating area for users of the small park at the corner 
of Cannon Street and Balsam Avenue. In general, the actual change in. land use 
on the site and the consequent impact on residents of these land use modifications 


will be minimal. 
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However, the increased Patronage of the stadium would potentially 
increase traffic and Parking problems, already the subject of complaints by 
residents. Consequently, policies to reduce this impact would be desirable. 
For example, implementation Of increased bussing from Strategic areas in the 
City may well reduce the traffic congestion and the inconvenience to residents 
Of on-street Parking. A further Policy decision to prohibit parking on 
the baseball diamond south of Cannon Street would Preserve the quality of 
the field, which Presently suffers damage caused by cars parking on rainy 
days. This would ensure that the playing field be maintained In good condition 
for use by the residents, It is important that Policies be considered to 
alleviate the conditions which are currently causing residents concern, as 


well as mitigate future impacts. 


Furthermore, in designing and refurbishing the existing stadium, 
the relation of the facility to the Surrounding residential uses should also 
be considered. Residents of the Surrounding area appear to take Great pride 
in their homes which are very well maintained. The stadium should comp lemen+ 
the adjacent Streetscape and provide a focal point for the area. Methods 
Of improving the existing facade of the Stadium, which at the present time 
offers only unattractive blank walls to the adjacent land uses, should be 


incorporated if possible into the design of the renovated stadium. 


In summary, an expansion of Ivor Nynne Stadium offers an attractive and 
economical alternative to construction of a new facility. However, it is important 
that the social costs to local residents be weighed against the economic and other 
benefits; and that methods of mitigating both existing and future impacts on area 


residents be developed. 
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APPENDIX 2F 
SITE SERVICING STUDY 


ie: INTRODUCTION 


The purpose of this study is to examine the more likely sites: 


e Site No. 6 

e Site No. 7 ARENA 

e Site No. 18 

@- Sites No.2 : 
@ Site No. 9 STADIUM 
e Site No. 8 


for the generated sanitary and storm flows and water demand; to assess the 
capacity of the existing sanitary storm and water systems to convey the 
additional flow requirements of the proposed facilities; to make recommenda- 
tions as to the upgrading of the existing system, or to propose new work, 


and to estimate the cost of any work proposed. 


2. et OCAT ION 


The locations of the sites mentioned above are indicated on Exhibit 2F1. 


3. GEOLOGY 

At present no stratigraphic sections are available for each site. 
It is therefore impossible to give specific information as to soil types. 
In general though, the lower area of Hamilton consists of a sandy till over- 
“burden approximately 40 feet thick overlaying a silty clay. Tne regional 
water table is generally at an elevation of 250 feet (elevation of Lake 
Ontario). Perched water tables can be encountered at higher elevations, 
however. In the higher area of the city bed rock can be encountered from 


2 to 12 feet below existing ground elevations. 
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4. STORM WATER SERVICING 
City of Hamilton officials have stated that storm water servicing 


will not be a problem at any of the interested sites. 


9. _ DESIGN PARAMETERS 

The following design assumptions have been derived from the City 
of Hamilton Engineering Department: 

e Water Consumption - 0.02 igpm/person 

@ Fire flow - 3,000 - 5,000 igpm 


@ Sewage flow - 0.02 igpm/person 


Further design assumptions are: 
@ Stadium seating capacity - 50,000 people 
® Stadium sanitary/water design duration - 6 hours 
@ Arena seating capacity - 20,000 peopie 


@ Arena sanitary/water design duration - 8 hours 


6. SITE ANALYSIS - ARENAS 
The existing water/sanitary network adjacent to each site, and 
the measures proposed, have been discussed and agreed with the officers of 
the Hamilton -Wentworth Region Engineering Department. 
61) Site lon 6 
This site is indicated on Exhibit 2F2. 
Sanitary - The existing sanitary main is probably below standard. 
However, the previous land use proposed for this 
site generated heavier flows, the Region has there- 


fore intimated that they will accept this site as an 
arena. 
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Stadium/Arena Feasibility 
Project - 1980 


IVOR WYNNE STADIUM 


Operating Season: March 15th - November 20th) 


Hours of Operation: Weekdays 


Weekends 


VON p.m = -11200 p.m. 
OO at tay a LS OOF. tt. 
Chassification of Applciants Utilizing Facility: Tiger Cae Poot halt: Club 
semi~Pro Soccer) Footbels 
Amateur Soccer/Football 
Special Events as Request 


(It should be noted that Ivor Wynne Stadium is utilized by the area 
soccer league early in March primarily because all other facitTi ei és 
are maintained from May 15th only and secondly the astro turf surface 
Ls desired.) 


March wl5 th Weekdays 25% Amateur Soccer 
Weekends 50% Sat./Sun Amateur Soccer 
Agra 3. Weekdays 25% . ¥ 
Weekends 50% Sat./Sun a ot 
May Weekdays 25% Tiger Cat Football Club 
Weekends 75% Sat./Sun Amateur Soccer 
June Weekdays 25% TinCat fFootbalbiy Cup 
Weekends 25% Sat./Sun Amateur Football 
5% Special Events /Cheerleader 
Jy Weekdays 25% TL Cab 2 OO fb i “Clap 
Weekends 2B See. Tio Cats/Amateur Football 
Sa oun. Special Events/Cheerleaders 
August Weekdays 25% Ti Cat Footballs Ciap 
Weekends 252% Sat./Sun. Ti Cats/Ti Cat Cheerleaders 
Special Events 
September Weekdays 50% Board of Education/Ti Cats 
Weekends 25% ‘Sat ./San. Amateur Football/Ti Cats 
October Weekdays 50% Board of Education/Ti Cats 
Weekends 50% Sat Amateur Football 
PENIS {biel Ti Cats/Cheerleaders 
November Weekdays 50% Ti Cats/Board of Education 
Weekends 50% Sat Amateur Football 
S04 SbGeI os ts 


We have received 


numerous 


requests to hold. Special’ Event’s in. the: stadium 


however, were unable to accommodate these requests due to previous 


committments. 
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BRIAN TIMMIS STADIUM 


CSoceerePReci lity adjoining Ivor Wynne Stadium) 


Operating Season: April - November 


Classification of Applicants Utilizing Facitif~ty: Amateur Soccer/Football/ 
Field Hockey 


(The lateness in renting this facility was due to very poor field 
conditions and the possibility of reconditioning the field in spring) 


July Weekdays Zoe Amateur Soccer 
Weekends V5% is a 

August Weekdays 25% Amateur Soccer 
Weekends 73% i! “ 

September Weekdays 50% Amateur Football / Bd (ot Bay 
Weekends pays iy Soccer 

October Weekdays 50% ANateur Footbal l/Bd. ior fd, 
Weekends NIL 

November Weekdays 25% Board. of Education 


Weekends NIL 
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Mechanical 


Tickets, Washrooms, Concessions 
Plaza Level 337.0 
Promenade 322.0 


Mechanical 


Fixed Seating | 


Tickets, Washrooms, Concessions 


Plaza Level 337.0 


Promenade 
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STADIUM/ARENA FEASIBILITY STUDY 


APPENDIX 21 


POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES FOR 
ARENA/TRADE CENTRES AND STADIA 
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APPENDIX 21 


POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES FOR 
ARENA/TRADE CENTRES AND STADIA 


The investigation of funding sources covered both firm and potential 
sources for capital and operating costs relative to multi-purpose facilities 
such as arenas, trade and convention facilities, culture, recreation and enter- 
tainment centres, as well as for stadia. Attempts were made to identify fund- 
ing sources for both grants and loans and to establish whether the proposed 


Hamilton facilities could qualify for assistance based on existing criteria. 


From the various enquiries made, it appears that only one solid source 
of funding is presently available, and even that should be further explored 
and promoted. The federal Department of Industry, Trade and Commerce assistance 
in the construction of new Trade and Convention Centres (up to 25% of total 
capital cost), is the most promising source although this depends on matching fund- 


ing from the Province. 


The federal Department of Fitness and Amateur Sport provides one 
third of capital funding (if the Province provides another third) for. facilities 
for major sport events, such as the Canada Games, Pan-American Games, Commonwealth 
Games, etc.; however, the Department does not assist the construction of sport 


facilities except in support of such major sporting events. 


The Wintario Capital Grants Program, currently suspended, could become 
potentially important when and if it is reintroduced. This program, which was 
suspended in December, 1978, is presently under review, and will probably be 
re-introduced, with some changes, after April 1981. Other provincial and federal 


sources are either non-applicable for the proposed Hamilton facilities or 
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not substantial enough to constitute a solid funding source for the new arena 


facility. 


The following is a summary of existing or potential sources of Funding 
for the proposed Hamilton Arena/Trade Centre facility. 
FEDERAL SOURCES 

1. Department of Industry, 

Trade and Commerce 

Based on a federal gvernment policy announced on June 16, 1980, the 
Department of Industry, Trade and Commerce wil] Provide assistance towards the 
construction of trade and convention centres which have been shown to be econ- 
omically viable. This federal assistance is limited to the capital costs, in- 
cluding land, and does not apply to operating costs. The federal contribution 
under this policy for any one centre is for up to 25% of the total estimated 
capital cost, including land, or a sum matching the contribution of the pro- 
vincial government concerned, whichever is less. The total federal ee ctenee 
under this program for any one year is limited to a maximum of $15 million. 
Toronto is the first city to benefit from this new Program. The proposed new 
convention centre in Toronto will receive between $19 and $20 million for the 
construction of the convention facility and for purchasing of land, while Metro 
Toronto will contribute $13.5 million. Since the total capital cost of the 
proposed facility is estimated to reach $73 million, the Province is, therefore, 
expected to cover all or most of the difference ($40 million), through grants 
or a combination of grants and tax rebates. (Contact: A. Chatain, office of the 
Honourable Herb Gray, Minister of Industry, Trade and Commerce, Ottawa. (613- 
966-1880). Note that the Federal grant is conditional upon matching funding 


being available from the Province.) 
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2. Department of the Secretary of State 
- Fitness and Amateur Sport 


The Department has provided financial assistance of up to one third 
of total cost, to cities hosting the Canada Games. This type of funding is 
available for municipalities holding major international sporting events such 
as the Canada Games, the Pan-American Games, the Commonwealth Games, the Olympic 
Games, etc. The assistance is directed towards sport events, i.e. facilities to 
accommodate such major events, rather than for the construction of sport faci- 
littes. This policy is based on Treasury Board regulations, established in 


1979; 


St. John's, Newfoundland, which hosted the last Canada Summer Games, 
has benefitted from this type of assistance and so will the City of Thunder 
Bay which will host the 1981 Canada Games. The City of Calgary will probably 
get one third of the capital cost for the new Calgary Coliseum; however, this 
assistance will be awarded only if Calgary is successful in its bid to secure 


the 1988 Winter Olympics. 


The funding process related to the Canada Games involves a federal- 
at eee committee which is set up to establish the capital funds 
required for such games. The province selected to hold the games recommends three 
potential sites, from which the preferred site is very likely to be selected. 

The assistance provided to municipalities inclues capital funds for track and 
field and other facilities for outdoors activities (in the case of summer 
games). The federal contribution for capital construction for the 1981 Canada 
Summer Games, to be held in Thunder Bay, is $1.5 million, which constitutes 
one third of total capital costs. The Province and the local organizing com=. 


mittee provide one third each of the costs. Exhibit 211 summarizes the federal 
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EXHIBIT 211 


FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION FOR CAPITAL 
CONSTRUCTION OF SPORT FACILITIES 


1) 


City Major Event Year Federal Share 
Winnipeg Pan-American Games 1967 $2.2 million 
Halifax Canada Summer Games 1969 $110,000 
Saskatoon Canada Winter Games 1971 $200 ,000 
Burnaby/ 

Westminster Canada Summer Games 1973 $520,000 
Lethbridge Canada Winter Games 1975 $580,000 
Montreal] Summer Olympic Games v976 - 2) 
St. Vonn's Canada Summer Games V7 f $1.0 million 
Edmonton Commonwealth Games SEs: $10.1 million 
Brandon Canada Winter Games ~ 1979 $1.15 million 
Thunder Bay Canada Summer Games 1981 $12 Semilidon 


1) Federal share - 1/3 of capital costs, Province - 1/3 and 


City & Organizing Committee (Influential Citizens) - 1/3. 


2) No Federal contribution was available for direct capital construction. 
However, indirectly, through the coins and stamps programs ($45 Million) 
and the Olympic Lottery program ($235 Million), the Federal Government. 


provided substantial assistance to the Montreal Games. 
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government contribution for capital construction for previous major sport events 


(Canada Games, Pan-American Games, Commonwealth Games). 


The major capital cost for summer games is usually for a swimming 
pool while for winter games an arena would usually constitute the major capital 
cost. These costs are set to meet the minimum technical requirements for the 


Canada Games, as was determined by the federal-provincial-municipal committee. 


According to Mr. Knapp, Director of Sport Canada, if Hamilton were to 
be awarded the Pan-American Games, the City could receive federal assistance 


of up to one third of the total capital budget. 


The earliest Hamilton could bid for the Pan-American Games appears to 
be 1987, although it is not North America's turn yet. Nevertheless, it is still 


possible that the 1987 Pan-American Games might be awarded to Canada, 


There is a possibility that the 1984 Pre-Olympic basketball qualify- 
ing games will be held in Canada. In 1976, the Pre-Olympic tournament was held 
in Hamilton, using the facility of McMaster University. According to Mr. Jeff 
Gruson, Executive Director of the Canadian Amateur Basketball Association (CABA), 
Canada has a very good chance to host again the Pre-Olympic qualifying games 
for 1984. CABA placed a bid for the tournament and a decision is expected in 
about one month. Brazil is also lobbying for the games Dut Mr. Gruson believes 
that Canada has the best chance. It would most likely be hosted by an Ontario 
city, and Hamilton's name was mentioned several times as a potentially good 
site based on geographic location, transportation, etc. The new convention 


centre was considered as a potential site for the games; however, a 
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decision to build a new arena could definitely strengthen Hamilton's position. 


York University might also be considered as a potential site for the games. 


(Contacts: 


Mrs. H. Routhier, Secretary to the Honourable Gerald Reagan, 


Minister responsible for Fitness and Amateur Sport, Ottawa (613-995-1055); 


Mr. Dick Knapp, Director and Mr. Tony Golab, Consultant, Sport Canada, Ottawa, 


(613-996-4510). 


PROVINCIAL PROGRAMS 


ih Ministry of Culture and Recreation 


several capital funding programs are available from the Ministry 


of Culture and Recreation: 


Grants for Community Facilities (the Community Recreation 
Centres Act): under this Act municipalities receive 
funding for the acquisition, construction or renovation 
of publicly owned recreation facilities such as arenas. 
Municipalities can receive 25% of eligible costs to a 
maximum of $75,000 for each facility. Those suffering 
from "undue financial burden" may receive 50% to a maxi- 
mum of $150,000. 


The Wintario Capital Grants Program: this program which 


was suspended on December 31, 1978, was designed to 

Provide support for the purchase, construction or renovation 
of cultural and recreational facilities and for the con- 
servation of heritage buildings across Ontario. Eligible 
applicants, which included municipalities, could apply 

for funds up to one third of the cost of eligible capital 
projects after all other provincial and federal grants 

were deducted. 


Recently the Ministry has embarked on a review of 
capital priorities and based on this review it intends 
to formulate a new capital funding program. A docu- 
ment entitled "Discussion Paper for Allocation of Funds 
for Cultural and Recreation Facilities in Ontario" has 
been distributed to clients of the Ministry to stimu- 
late further discussion and assist the Ministry in 
developing the details of a new program. According to 
Mr. Michael Noon, Manager of the Capital Support Unit, 
Ontario Ministry of Culture and Recreation, this dis- 
cussion paper is presently under review and would 
Probably be implemented to form the basis of the 
Ministry's new capital funding program during the next 
fiscal year. The Minister will Probably make a state- 
ment with regard to this new prograr later in the year 
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while the earliest date for implementation will 
probably be after April 1, 1981. 


Mr. Noon believes that the Hamilton Arena Project 
could qualify for capital funding from the pro- 
posed program; however, it is "hard to say" since 
no definite criteria have been set. The proposed 
capital program is geared primarily towards rehab- 
jlitation and expansion of existing facilities, 
but it will also provide assistance for new con- 
struction. In allocating funds through the pro- 
posed new program, priority would be given to 
projects which: 


- show the greatest need for a facility 
(relative to other existing or desired 
facilities); 


- exhibit strong local financial and other 
resource commitments (for both capital 
and future operating needs); 


- demonstrate efficient design and energy/ 
space conservation (including building 
recycling); 


= are accessable to-all citizens. including 
physically handicapped persons; 


- have multi-purpose and multi-use activity 
proposals; 


- have undertaken measures to ensure cost 
control in all phases of facility develop- 
ment; 


- demonstrate the most thoughtful planning ~ 
and the greatest degree of broad community 
consultation; 


- have paid special attention to aesthetic and 
design considerations. 


In regards to new construction, the Ministry proposes 
that the new capital funding program will assist projects 
where the applicant can demonstrate both the need for and 
the on-going financial viability of the project. In this 
regard, projects that have a major impact on a community 
and surrounding regions would be required to be supported 
by a feasibility study. The proposed new program would 
be limited to funding of up to one third of capital con- 
struction costs through both Lottery and Provincial 
Government programs, irrespective of other sources of 
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funds. This would be an important difference from 

earlier programs. (Contact: Mr. Michael Noon, 

Manager, Capital Support Unit, Ontario Ministry of 

Culture and Recreation.) 
Canada Games 

According to Mr. Secord, Assistant Deputy Minister, Sports, Recreation 
and Fitness, Ontario Ministry of Culture and Recreation, Ontario's next 
opportunity to hold the Canada Games does not come until the winter of 2003. 
Apparently, a similar kind of arrangement (i.e. one third contribution of total 


capital funds) could be assumed if Hamilton were awarded the Pan-American Games, 


provided there were matching funds from the Province. 
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STADIUM/ARENA FEASIBILITY STUDY 


APPENDIX 2J 


ECONOMIC AND OTHER IMPACTS 
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APPENDIX 2d 


ECONOMIC AND OTHER IMPACTS 


GENERAL APPROACH 


The purpose of the economic analysis described in this section is to 
estimate the impact on local income and employment created by a new arena complex 


and a new or enlarged football stadium. 


Two categories of expenditure are the sources of impact on local employ- 
ment and income: 


de. Expenditures of various types by people attending events 
held at the arena or.stadium; 


2. Construction expenditures. 


From the point of view of impacts on the local Hamilton area economy, 
the first category must be broken down into two parts. The most important 
expenditures are those which represent new dollars flowing into the Hamilton 


economy. These will be expenditures made by people coming from outside the 


~ Hamilton area, and expenditures by Hamilton area residents which replace expen- 


ditures now made outside the Hamilton area. The second part of consumer expen- 
ditures are dollars which are now spent on other activities in the Hamilton area. 
These dollars will create little, if any, additional impact on the Hamilton econ- 


omy. This analysis is most concerned with exnenditures of the first type. 


The expenditures on construction and by persons attending the various 
events flow directly to many businesses in the local economy, e.g. construction 
companies, food service companies. The resulting income to local businesses, 


employment, and wages and salaries, are referred to as direct impacts. But these 
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direct impacts reveal only part of the total effect of these expenditures on the 
local economy. This can be illustrated by an example of how one type of expendi- 
ture ripples through the economy. A football fan buying a hotdog at a stadium 
concession creates a direct impact in terms of income to a food service company 
and employment and wages in the food service industry. The food service company 
makes purchases from wholesale food and other suppliers which, in turn, make pur- 
chases from agricultural producers and other industries. Each supplier in turn 
creates demands on other suppliers, generating further income and employment. 

The income and employment generated in industries which support those industries 
affected directly by stadium and arena related expenditures are referred to as 
indirect impacts. But there is yet another component of the total economic impact. 
Employees in the support industries indirectly affected by the original expendi- 
tures spend their wages on various consumption goods and investment, thereby 


creating further jobs and income in local businesses. This last category is re- 


ferred to as induced impacts. 


The general approach used in this analysis is to estimate total direct 
expenditures based on a market survey and other data, and to use these estimates 
in caiculating total income and employment effects (the sum of direct, indirect 


and induced impacts) on the Hamilton area economy. 


This type of analysis, particularly when done for a relatively small 
local area, requires many assumptions and approximations; thus, the figures 
derived from the analysis should be regarded as representative of the magni- 


tude of impacts caused by the facilities, and not as firm predictions. 


EXHIBIT 2J1 


COMMUNITIES IN PRIMARY AND SECONDARY MARKET AREAS 


PRIMARY MARKET AREA SECONDARY MARKET AREA 
Hamilton Kitchener 
Ancaster Cambridge 
Dundas Waterloo 
Burlington Guelph 
Grimsby Oakville — 
Stoney Creek St. Catharines 
Other Small Municipalities Brantford 
Paris 


Niagara Falls 


Welland 
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METHODOLOGY 
Expenditures by Persons Attending oe 
at Stadium and Arena/Trade Centre 

Persons attending the various types of event that would be held at the 
arena/trade centre and stadium would make a variety of expenditure These would 
include a ticket for the event, transportation (gas and parking, or public trans- 
portation fare), food, drinks, programs and souvenirs at the event, and food, 
drinks and entertainment outside the stadium or arena. Tne magnitude of these 
expenditures has been estimated based on the public survey carried out in 
September as part of this study and on other supporting data. The survey asked 
people in the primary (Hamilton area) and secondary (out of town) market areas 
(Exhibit 2J1 opposite, describes the two areas) about their attendance at various 
events and what they have spent when attending them. Per capital expenditures 
in the categories listed above, averaged over all people who attended an event 
(and not just over the number who actually made expenditures), were derived 
separately for the primary and secondary market areas. Per capita ‘expenditures 
by persons in the primary market area are in most cases less than by people 
in the secondary market area. This is due to the fact that primary market 
area paople would be closer to the arena or stadium and thus would spend less 
on transportation and would be less likely to go out for food or drinks before 
or after the event. Per capita expenditures for the various types of expenditure 


are shown in Exhibit 2J2 (overleaf) for the primary and secondary market areas. 


Total expenditures in each category were calculated oy multiplying the 
per capita expenditures of Exhibit 2J2 by the total annual attendance at the 
arena and stadium for primary and secondary market areas. Attendance was allo- 
cated to primary and secondary areas based on the results of the market survey, 


as shown in Exhibit 2J3. 
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(out of Stadium or 
Arena) 
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(gasoline) 


Parking and Public 
Transportation 
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EXHIBIT 202 


PER CAPITA EXPENDITURES ASSOCIATED 
WITH ARENA AND STADIUM EVENTS 


BY CATEGORY AND MARKET AREAL 


PRIMARY MARKET 
AREA 


$1.50 


CRs 


0.60 
0.67-1.06 (Arena) 
1.06-1.29 (Stadium) 


74 (Arena) 
.99 (Stadium) 


supporting data. 


SECONDARY MARKET 


AREA 
$2.00 
yas 
0.80 
1.35-2.00 (Arena) 
2.02-2.25 (Stadium) 
0.90-1.60 (Arena) 
0.94-1.13 (Stadium) 
Ni] 


September, 1980 market survey by Goldfarb Consultants and other 


2The different costs for arena and stadium and the ranges for each reflect 
different proportions of auto/public transit trips and varying availability 
of free on-street parking. 


EXHIBIT 2J3 


SPLIT OF ATTENDANCE 
AT ARENA AND STADIUM EVENTS 
BY PRIMARY AND SECONDARY MARKET AREAS 


PRIMARY MARKET AREA SECONDARY MARKET AREA 
Arena/Trade Centre 62% 38% 
New Stadium Tiger Cats 77% 23% 
Other 60% 40% 


Expanded 
Ivor Wynne Tiger Cats 77% 23% 
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Only the portion of these fore) expenditures which represents the spending 
of money not now spent in the Hamilton area is relevant from the point of view of 
local economic impact. Dollars which are merely diverted from other activities 
in the area to events at the stadium or arena will have little or no additional 


impact on income or employment. 


The arena and stadium must be treated separately, since all events at the 
arena would be new to Hamilton, while a new stadium or expanded Ivor Wynne Stadium 
would only encourage additional attendance at football games and, in the case of a 
new stadium, would allow additionalevent types to be held. The forecast is based 
on one additional concert and one other event, as forecast by the market analyses. 
However, the potential for other uses would be created by the stadium, e.g. out- 


door extravaganzas and festivals, and these would further add to the impact in future. 


For the purposes of the arena analysis, it has been assumed that all 
expenditures by people coming from the secondary market area would be new dollars 
flowing into the Hamilton economy.* With respect to people in the primary market 
area, it has been assumed that 50% of the expenditures at the arena represent 
new dollars, while the remaining 50% would be expenditures shifted from other 
activities in the Hamilton area. The figure of 50% is an approximation, based on 


interpretation of responses to questions in the market survey. 


For the stadium, only expenditures which occur as a result of increased 
attendance due to the expansion of Ivor Wynne or the construction of a new stadium, 
are included in the analysis. For the two stadium options, football attendance is 
assumed to increase by 90,000 persons per year and, for the new stadium option only, 
expenditures by an additional 55,000 people attending concerts or similar events 
are included. As in the arena analysis, only 50% of expenditures made by people 


¥An exception is gasoline expenditures, half of which are assumed to occur outside 
the Hamilton area. 
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from the primary market area are included, as it is assumed that about half of 
the money they spend at the stadium will have been diverted from other activities 
in the local area. This diverted expenditure is assumed not to create any net 


impact on the local economy. 


Direct expenditures describe only part of the total economic impact. 
There are, in addition, indirect and induced effects on income, and direct, in- 
direct and induced effects on employment. A recent analysis of tourism expendi- 
tures in Ontario by the Ministry of Industry and Tourism* provides the means 
by which the estimates of direct expenditure can be used to expand the picture 


of impact on the local Hamilton economy. 


The Ministry of Industry and Tourism (MIT) report presents a sectoral and 
regional analysis of tourism expenditures in Ontario for 1976. The Province is 
divided into 10 regions and the economy into 6 sectors (Public Transportation; 
Accommodation; Food and Beverage; Amusement/Recreation; Retail Trade; Service 
Stations). Region 4 comprises the counties of Welland, Haldimand, Beanes 
Wentworth, and Lincoln. This analysis assumes that the impact of tourism expen- 
ditures in Region 4 is reasonably representative of the impact of arena and 
stadium related expenditures in Hamilton. For each of the. 6 sectors of the 
economy, the report gives income and employment multipliers. The product of 
direct income or employment in a given sector and the appropriate multiplier 
gives the total direct, indirect and induced impacts on income or employment 


for that sector. 


The income and employment multipliers used in this analysis were those 
given in the MIT report for Region 4 with one exception. The public transportation 


multiplier includes plane, bus, train, and boat travel, all of which are not 


*Ministry of Industry and Tourism, The Economic Impact of Tourism in Ontario and 
BOS SOOM ye mpacu on Tourism in Ontarionand 
Regions, 1976, December, 1978 
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relevant to the stadium or arena. It was judged more appropriate to use the 
Industrial income and employment multinliers for "transportation, storage and 
trade" in Ontario. These multipliers are lower than the tourism multipliers 


for public transportation in Region 4. 


The regional/sectoral data on direct expenditures and direct employment 
were used in this analysis to derive ratios of direct employment:direct expenditure 
(man-years per $ million) for each of the 6 sectors, which were used to calculate 
the amount of direct employment generated by expenditures associated with the arena 
and stadium. The effect of the expenditures on total wages and salaries in the 
Hamilton area was estimated by multiplying total employment (direct, indirect, 
and induced) by an average wage and salary level of $15,000. The figure of 
$15,000 was obtained by assuming that the figure of $11,027, used in the MIT 


report, nas increased by 8% per annum. 


Exhibits 2J4, 205 and 2J6 (overleaf) show the results of the economic 
jmpact analysis. The impact is given separately for three options: arena/trade 


centre; new stadium; and expanded Ivor Wynne Stadium. 


The one economic sector for which no impact is estimated is accommodation. 
The market survey showed very few people in the primary or secondary market areas 
jncurring accommodation expenses when attending events of the type which would be 
held at the arena or stadium. Thus, no estimate of accommodation expenditure has 
been made in this analysis. Nevertheless, there would probably be at least some 
expenditure in this sector, particularly by performers and employees of shows 
staged at the arena. Further, to the extent that new trade shows are attracted 


to Hamilton, there would be a positive impact on the accommodation and other 


sectors. 
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Connection - 


Water = 


Connection - 


Costs . 


.2 site Nous, 
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Connect to existing 24 inch sanitary main on 
Bay Street. 


The existing Static Bressure.of-55-pst> is suf- 
ficient to meet daily demand and provide adequate 
fire protection. 


Tap to existing 12 inch watermain in Bay Street 
or York Boulevard. 


Service connection from building to points of tap. 


Total $70,000 


This sites tndicated on Exhibit Z2F2. 


Sanitary - 


Connection - 


Water - 
Connection - 


Road Closure - 


Costs - 


Simidar conditions..to SitewNon6: 


Connect to existing 24 inch diameter sanitary sewer 
on Bay Street. 


Available pressure and capacity similar to Site No. 6. 
Connect to existing 12 inch main on Bay Street. 


Napier Street to be closed. Rerouting of existing 

27 inch and 12 inch diameter combined sewers is 
necessary. Replace with 36 inch diameter combined 
sewer on Caroline and York Street to outfall into the 
existing 2.5 feet by 3.75 feet combined sewer at 

the intersection of York and Bay Street. 


Cost of closing off sanitary and water mains on 
Napier Street. Installation of 720 feet of 36 inch 
diameter combined sewer, installation of mannoles, 
rehabilitation of York and Caroline Streets. 
Service connections from building to points of tap. 


Tota] $270,000 


This.site is indicated ons Exhabit. 2h2. 


Sanitary - 


Connection - 


Similar conditions to Site No. 6. 


Connect to existing 3 feet by 4 feet combined sewer 
in Catherine Street. 
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Connection 


Road Closure - 


Costs 
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2F-4 


The existing static pressure of 72 psi is sufficient 
to meet daily demands and provide adequate fire 
Protection. 


Connect to existing 18 inch diameter water main 
in Wilson Street or 24 inch jn Catherine Street 
or 20 inch on William Street. 


Rebecca Street to be closed. This necessitates 
rerouting of 15 inch diameter combined sewer in 
Napier Street to 18 inch diameter combined sewer 
in John Street. 


Disconnecting sanitary and water mains in Rebecca 
Street, installing 18 inch diameter combined sewer 
in John Street, road rehabilitation. 


Service connection from building to point of tap. 


Total $70,900 


- STADIUMS 


The existing water/sanitary network adjacent to each site and the 


measures proposed have been discussed and agreed with the officers of the 


Hamilton-Wentworth Region Engineering Department. 


Pat tSTte nor 2 


This site is indicated on Exhibit 2F3. 


Sanitary 


Connection 


Water 


Connection 


Costs 


There is sufficient capacity in existing sewer 
system to accommodate flows generated by proposed 
stadium. 


Connect to existing 36 inch sanitary sewer on soutnern 
boundary of site. 


The existing static pressure of 89 psi is sufficient 
to meet daily demands and provide adecuate fire 
protection. 


Connect to existing 12 inch diameter watermain in 
Limeridge Road or 16 inch diameter in Upper Went- 
Wortn. 


Service connections from building to points of tap. 


Total $172,000 
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EXHIBIT 2F4 


SITE SERVICING -<SITE NO: 


9 


1.2 spite Nowy 


This site is indicated on &xhibit 2F4. 


Sanitary 


Connection 


Water 


Connection 


Costs 


773). Site Noses 


There is sufficient capacity in existing sewer 
system to accommodate flows generated by proposed 
Stadium. 


Connect to existing 18 inch diameter sewer in 
Kenora Avenue. 


The existing static pressure of 73 psi is sufficient 
to meet daily demands and provide adequate fire 
protection. 


Connect to existing 16 inch watermain in Kenora 
Avenue or 12 inch watermain in Parkway North. 


Service connections from building to points of tap. 


Total $145,000 


Improvements to Ivor Wynne Stadium 


This site is indicated on Exhibit 2FS. 


Sanitary 


Connection 


Water 


Connection 


Costs 


There is sufficient capacity in existing sewer 
system to accommodate flows generated by additional 
seats. 


Connect to existing 36 inch diameter combined sewer 
jn Beechwood Avenue. 


The existing static pressure of 61 psi is sufficient 
to meet daily demands and provide adequate fire 
protection. 


Connect to existing 20 inch diameter watermain 
jn Cannon Street. 


Service connections from building to points of tap 


Total $42,000 
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EXHIBIT 2F5 


SITE SERVICING: = SITE NO. 3S 
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8. CONCLUSIONS 

A servicing summary table together with estimated costs is in- 
dicated on Exhibit 2F6. It should be borne in mind that although the volume 
of flows can be fairly accurately assessed, the positioning of the services 
within the site can only be arbitrary at this stage, therefore the costs 


involved can only be very approximate. 


This is true for each site, therefore, the cost relationship is 


the same. 


Arena Site No. 7 is the costliest by far due to the closure of 


Napier Street and the necessitated rerouting of the services. From a cost 
point of view there is no difference between the other two arena sites. 

Of the stadium sites, Site No. 2 is the costliest to service. Site No. 8 

- Improvements to the existing Ivor Wynne Stadium - requires only the exten- 
sion or upgrading of existing services and is of consequence the least 


costly of the stadium sites to service. 
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STADIUM/ARENA FEASIBILITY STUDY 


APPENDIX 2G 


TRANSPORTATION IMPLICATIONS 
OFVPRERERRED SITES 
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PHASE 1 SITE SELECTION 


As part of the Phase I review, a Transportation Impact Analysis was 
undertaken wherein the accessibility characteristics of some 19 selected 
potential sites for an arena and/or stadium complex for the City were reviewed. 


Three evaluation criteria were incorporated in this analysis. These criteria 


were: 
@ Modal Split; the degree to which the site can be serviced 
by transit, 


e Parking Availability; is there sufficient off-site and 
potential on-site parking? and, 


@ Traffic Impact; the degree to which the road system can 
accommodate expected traffic levels. 
From the transportation accessibility analysis in conjunction with 
the several other site evaluation analyses undertaken in Phase 1, it was deter- 


mined with respect to preferred site selection that: 


@ no site was deemed suitable for a combined arena and stadium 
complex, 
r) the arena should be located at one of three downtown site 


locations, Sites #6, 7, and 18 with further assessment 
required to identify a preferred site, and 


6 the stadium should be located at one of three site 


locations, Sites # 2, 8, and 9, with further assessment 
required to identify a preferred site. 


Further detailed transportation analyses were deemed appropriate for 
the stadia sites since substantial differences in transportation impact were 
identified for each of the Sites # 2, 8, and 9. However, no such differences 
were identified in the Phase 1 transportation analysis for the arena sites. 
Accordingly, a detailed transportation impact analysis for the arena sites has 


not been undertaken in Phase 2. 
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In the Phase 1 transportation site evaluation analysis, conservative 
transportation and travel behavioural attributes were ascribed to each of the 
stadia sites examined. These attributes reflected the low level of modal split 
(proportion of tripmakers travelling by transit) and auto occupancies (persons per 
auto) currently exhibited by tripmakers travelling to and from football games 
and other special events at Ivor Wynne Stadium. These levels are less than 


10% modal split and 2.5 auto occupancy. 


Similar low levels of modal split were estimated for other stadium 
sites throughout the City as outlined in Exhibit] F4. This analysis also 


assumed a constant auto occupancy of 2.5. 


The levels of modal split and auto occupancy assumed in Phase I were 
Satisfactory for the systematic accessibility evaluation analysis undertaken 
in the initial phase of the study. This analysis simply required estimates 
of these variables which reflected the mean values for Ivor Wynne tripmakers 
and the likely variations in these values as.a function of the geographic 


distribution of stadium sites and of the level of road and transit infrastructure. 
PHASE 2 TRIPMAKER ATTRIBUTES 


The analysis undertaken in Phase 2 of the study has refined the 
aforementioned levels of modal split and auto occupancy to reflect ranges of 
values for each variable. Modal split values have been established for choice 
and policy modal split conditions at each of the sites subject to further 


transportation evaluation. 


Choice modal split conditions represent the situation wherein few 
or no contraints exist with respect to the use of the auto wnereas current 


levels of service prevail for the transit mode. In the case of the auto, 
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adequate parking within close Proximity to the site and sufficient roadway 
Capacity to access this Parking are assumed to exist to accommodate any level 

Of demand. For the transit mode, existing levels of regularly scheduled 

transit service supplemented only by the existing number of charter buses 
currently serving Ivor Wynne Stadium and up to an equal number of extra trippers 


are assumed herein to be available to satisfy transit demand. 


Policy modal split conditions represent the situation wherein the 
City embarks upon a Program to substantially increase transit ridership by 
_increasing the levels of transit service provided under choice modal split 
conditions by making available a sufficient number of extra trippers on 
existing routes or on a shuttle bus basis between the I.C.T.S. (Intermediate 
Capacity Transit Service) line and the site in question to achieve desired 


feasible levels of modal split. 


Auto occupancies of 3.0-3.5 persons per auto have been assumed in 
this Phase II analysis. These occupancies, though generally higher than those 
_currently observed for football games at stadia in Toronto and in Ottawa (200 
and 2.6, respectively), are consistent with those observed at the PNE Stadium 
in Vancouver (2.9) and at several American stadia with occupancies ranging 
from 2.5 to 3.8 auto occupancies as noted in Exhibit 1F3, Appendix IF. These 
higher auto occupancies are also consistent with a transit oriented policy in 
that some contraints on the availability of parking would be imposed if only 
sufficient parking to accommodate vehicle demand at these assumed auto occu- 


pancies at the appropriate modal split was provided. 
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ANALYSIS OF STADIUM SITES 


In this analysis, the three preferred stadia sites identified from 
Phase | have been examined with respect to the required level, type and cost 
of transportation service for two modal split scenarios and for two levels of 


attendance. 


Transportation service has been examined with respect to the supply 
of transit service, the provision of parking and the supply of adequate roadway 
capacity necessary to handle the additional levels of tripmakers generated by 


football game conditions. 


The two modal split scenarios examined are the choice modal split 


condition and the policy modal split condition. 


The two levels of attendance examined are 30,000 attendees and 
40,000 attendees. The former level represents the lower bound on expected 
average attendance levels of 30,000-35,000 at football games and establishes 
the minimum necessary transportation infrastructure requirements. The 40 ,000 
level of attendance represents a capacity crowd level at the stadium and thus 


the maximum transportation infrastructure requirements. 
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TRANSPORTATION SERVICE REQUIREMENTS 


Site #8 (Ivor Wynne) 


From the Phase 1 transportation assessment of the Ivor Wynne site, 
tne provision of adequate amounts of off-street parking was identified as the 
major shortcoming of this site. Based upon the precedent set in 1971-1972 
wherein the parking spaces at the Greater Hamilton Shopping Centre (G.H.S.C.) 
were used to provide off-street parking for football events, strong considera- 
tion was given to considering this parking option for an expanded Ivor Wynne 
facility. Two alternative Parking options were also considered prior to the 


selection of a preferred parking option. 


The three alternative parking options considered for this site were: 


r) acquire the necessary property and build a parking structure 
sufficient to handle the excess Parking demand beyond that 
Currently using on-street parking and existing off-street 
facilities; 


@ do not provide any additional parking beyond that presently 
provided thus requiring the additional patrons travelling 

by auto to an expanded stadium to find their own parking 

spaces beyond the standard 25 minute walk-in limit; 

e utilize the surface parking spaces at the G.H.S.C. and provide 

a shuttle bus service between the G.H.S.C. and the stadium, 

utilize existing other off-street facilities, and where 

necessary permit on-street parking to accommodate the residual 

parking demand. 

It is estimated that the current supply of Parking that is reqularly 
utilized by patrons at Ivor Wynne stadium is that lying within a 20-25 minute 
walk of approximately one mile from the stadium. Within this area, there are 
approximately 8,500-9,000 on-street parking spaces of which approximately 65% 
are utilized by local residents resulting in some 3,000 on-street spaces 


being utilized by stadium patrons. 
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A further 1,400 parking spaces are also available from private lots 
in the area (approximately 1,000 spaces) and from the use of Scott Park as a 


temporary lot (with a capacity of 400 spaces). 


Based upon the aforementioned figures, it was concluded that generally 
(depending upon the assumed use of Scott Park) parking demands in excess of 
4,000-4,400 parkers would have to be handled by the aforementioned alternative 


parking policies. 


The first policy, that of acquiring the property and building a 
parking structure,was deemed not economically feasible. For an average 
attendance level of 30,000 patrons with a modal split of 10% and an auto 
occupancy of 3.0 persons per auto, a total of 9,000 parkers would have to be 
accommodated. Assuming 4,000 could be accommodated at existing racijities, 
a structure to handle 5,000 parking spaces would have to be built. The 
structural costs alone for such a facility could be jin the order of $25M for 
an elevated structure assuming that sufficient property could be acquired. 


The property acquisition costs would be additional. 


The second policy, that of requiring the additional parkers beyond 
4,000-4,400 level that can presently be accommodated within a 20-25 minute 
walk of the stadium to park elsewhere, would result in demand for up to 5,000 
additional parking spaces for the aforementioned example of 30,000 attendees 
and demand for up to 8,300 spaces should 40,000 patrons attend under such 
circumstances. All of these parkers would have to be accommodated at on-street 
and off-street lots well beyond the 20-25 minute walk-in limit. Such stadium 


access problems would act as a strong deterrent to stadium patrons and could 
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result in reduced levels of patronage below those which could be expected if 
adequate site access were provided. Further, there is inadequate off-street 
parking supply to handle the 5,000 autos resulting from an attendance level 
of 30,000 unless patrons were to park at the G.H.S.C. However, many of the 
spaces in the G.H.S.C. are a prohibitive walking distance from the stadium 
with the northeast parking spaces located more than 35 minutes walking time 
away from the stadium. For the 40,000 level of attendance parking supply at 
the G.H.S.C. would not be sufficient to handle the demand. Perhaps 2,000 to 
3,000 additional on-street parkers would use the on-street parking supply 


beyond the 25 minute walk-in limit. 


The second policy was dismissed on the basis that patronage would 


probably suffer because of the lack of adequate parking close to the stadium. 


The third option, that of recognizing the demand to use G.H.S.C. as 
a major source of parking supply for the so-called residual parking demand 
outside of the 20-25 minute walk-in limit around Ivor Wynne and providing 
shuttle bus service to better utilize this source of parking supply, was 
selected as the only potentially feasible parking option for an expanded 


Ivor Wynne stadium. 


The analysis undertaken to identify the level and type of trans- 
portation service implications of pursuing this third parking option at Ivor 


Wynne stadium is summarized in Exhibit 2G1 and discussed below. 


Choice Modal Split of 10% with Attendance Level of 30,000 


Transit 
Transit operations would have to handle 3,000 riders plus shuttle 


12,000 parkers between the Greater Hamilton Shopping Centre (G.H.S.C.) and the 


stadium. 
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Existing scheduled transit service consists of a Cannon Street and 
Barton Street route running approximately five buses each at average headways 
of 12 minutes per route during game conditions. A further seven charter buses 


typically run to and from football games. 


A total of 12 extra trippers would be required to operate between 
the downtown area and the stadium running at 30 minute neadways. Presently 


there are about seven extra trippers performing in this way. 


The shuttle bus operations would involve 30 minute headways per bus 
at 7/5 passengers per bus. The number of additional buses required to provide 


the shuttle bus service between the stadium and the G.H.S.C. would be 80 buses. 


Parking 
The G.H.S.C. has approximately 4,000 parking spaces which could 


possibly be made available for stadium use. 


From the 1976 City inventory of off-street parking around the stadium, 
1,000 parking spaces were identified. A further 400 spaces can be made avail- 
able at the Scott Park grounds (3.0 acres @ 145 spaces per acre = 435 spaces). 


The residual amount of 3,600 parking spaces may be handled by on-street parking. 


It is estimated that within a 20-25 minute walking distance of the 
stadium there are approximately 3,000 on-street parking spaces available for 
stadium patrons. In order to handle 3,600 parkers on the street, 600 parkers 


would have to park further away than a 25 minute walk to the stadium. 


Roadway Access 


For an auto occupancy of 3.0 persons per auto and 27,000 driver plus 
passenger trips by auto, 9,000 autos would travel to the general vicinity of 


the stadium and park at the several parking locations identified above. 
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The roadway capacity of an arterial lane of road is approximately 
800 vehicles per hour (VPH) per lane in one direction. In a cordon about the 
Stadium and all parking areas except the G.H.S.C., there are approximately 32 
lanes of roadway (16 lanes inbound and 16 lanes outbound) providing an inbound 
Or outbound total capacity of 12,800 VPH which is more than adequate to handle 
the approximate auto demand of 5,000 VPH travelling to and from the parking 
areas within this cordon. The capacity by parking facility may be approximated 
by estimating the capacity accessing Scott Park and the private lots and 
assuming the residual is available to access on-street parking. Scott Park 
may be accessed from two lanes on Cannon Street. The private lots may be 
accessed by two lanes on Barton Street. This leaves 12 lanes or 9,600 VPH 


capacity for on-street parking. 


There are 20 lanes of arterial roadway (10 inbound and 10 outbound) 


accessing the G.H.S.C.. 


Thus, no roadway improvements are required for the Ivor Wynne site. 


Choice Modal Split of 10% with Attendance Level of 40,000 


Transit 
The modal split is assumed to be 10% as it was with an average 
attendance of 30,000. Extra trippers would be required to handle the 2,725 
passengers per hour in excess of the 1,275 passengers per hour that can be 


handled by the existing regularly scheduled and charter bus services. 


Additional numbers of shuttle buses beyond those identified for an 
attendance level of 30,000 patrons would be required because of the higher 
anticipated auto occupancies of the 4,000 cars parking at the G.H.S.C. A 


requirement would exist for the provision of 94 buses operating at two trips 


per hour each. 
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Parking 
It is anticipated, based upon the experience of large capacity stadia 
in the U.S.A., that as the level of attendance at a stadium increases (without a 
corresponding increase in the number of on-site parking spaces) that the average 
auto occupancy increases. Typical auto occupancy factors in the U.S.A. range 


(1) 


From 2.5 to 3.8 persons per car ; 


Herein, it has been assumed that with an increase in attendance 
from 30,000 to 40,000, that average auto occupancies would increase from 3.0 


CO 320 


The effect of this increase in both attendees and auto occupancies 
is to increase the number of vehicle trips by auto from 9,000 for a 30,000 


level of attendance to 10,300 for a 40,000 level of attendance. 


The effect on parking requirements would be to require the full use 
of the G.H.S.C., the private lots, and Scott Park as identified for the 30,000 
attendees to provide 5,400 spaces plus the use of on-street parking to handle 
the 4,900 vehicles. Since only 3,000 spaces are available within a 25 minute 
walk of the stadium, a further 1,900 vehicles would have to park on-street 


beyond the 25 minute walk-in area around the stadium. 


Roadway Access 


Since the road infrastructure which already exists provides adequate 
capacity to each of the above parking areas, no further roadway improvements 


are required. 
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Policy Modal Split of 20% with Attendance Level of 30,000 


Transit 

Under this policy modal split scenario, there would be a substantial 
increase in transit service over that provided under the choice modal split 
scenario. This is expected to result in a doubling of transit riders from 
3,000. to 6,000 between the two scenarios for a level of attendance of 30,000. 
As the existing service has assumed to remain the same, a further 32 extra 
trippers would be required to provide the additional transit capacity of 4,800 
passengers per hour one way in order to handle the 6,000 transit patrons 


destined to/from the stadium. 


The shuttle bus requirements, however, would be unaffected under 
this modal split scenario versus the choice modal split scenario since the 


numbers of autos parked at the G.H.S.C. would remain the same in each case. 


Parking 


As a result of the increased transit ridership, there would be a 
decrease in the required number of parking spaces from the 9,000 level of 


choice. modal split conditions to 8,000 under policy modal split conditions. 


The 8,000 parking spaces could be accommodated by utilizing the 
existing 3,000 on-street parking supply within 25 minutes walk, the existing 
1,000 off-street parking spaces and the 4,000 spaces at the G.H.S.C. With a 
policy modal split of 20% for an attendance level of 30,000 patrons, there 
would be no need to use Scott Park for parking or to force the use of on-street 
or off-street parking spaces beyond the 25 minute walk-in limit with the 


exception of the G.H.S.C. which would be served by shuttle bus. 
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Roadway Access 


As previously noted, no further roadway improvements are required. 


Policy Modal Split of 40% with Attendance Level of 40,000 


Transit 
For the higher attendance level, extra transit service would be 
required beyond that provided for 30,000 stadium patrons. The extra service 
would be provided in the form of extra trippers and would be increased from 
32 trippers for 30,000 attendees to 45 trippers for 40,000 attendees each 


making two trips before and after each game. 


The shuttle bus requirements as identified for choice modal split 
conditions at an attendance level of 40,000 patrons would remain the same 
under the policy modal split scenario since the numbers of autos parked at 


the G.H.S.C. would be the same in each case. 


Parking 
As noted previously, auto occupancies have been estimated to 
increase from 3.0 to 3.5 for increases in level of attendance from 30,000 to 
40,000 patrons. This results in a net increase of 1,100 auto vehicle trips 
which have been assumed to be accommodated by on-street parking beyond the 


25 minute walk-in limit. 


Roadway Access 


As noted in Exhibit 2G1, no additional roadway capacity is required. 
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Site #9 (S.W.A.R.U.) 


Site #9 is located adjacent to the solid waste reduction unit 
(S.W.A.R.U.) owned by the Region of Hamilton-Wentworth and, as such, has been 


named herein as the S.W.A.R.U. site. 


Consistent with the assumptions employed for the analysis of Ivor 
Wynne Stadium, it has been assumed that use may be made of the shopping centres 
and other major Parking facilities in the immediate Vicinity of the S.WJA.R-Y. 
site. These parking facilities include the parking spaces at Confederation 
Park, the spaces at Eastgate Square, and (if necessary) those spaces at the 


Queenston Mall area on either side of Nash Road south of Barton Street. 


The analysis identifying the level and type of transportation 
service requirements for each modal split scenario at each of two levels of 


attendance is outlined in Exhibit 2G2 and discussed further below. 
Choice Modal Split of 3% with Attendance Level of 30,000 
a oe at ae ee an Feet es RC CON Ce SON Si} COT MOURA! 


Transit 
The estimated modal split of 3% under choice modal split conditions 
would result in 900 riders using transit. Presently no direct transit service 
exists to the S.W.A.R.U. site. It is assumed, however, that the seven charter 
buses which currently serve Ivor Wynne Stadium would serve Site #9 if selected. 
This would provide a capacity of 525 passengers per hour. Five extra trippers 
would be required to operate between the stadium and downtown running one trip 
each to access and to egress the site. It is suggested that these could be 
run with three and two trippers respectively operating along Barton and Main 


Streets connecting to the stadium via an extended Kenora Avenue. 
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Shuttle bus service would be required to move patrons from the 
Parking lots at Confederation Park and Eastgate Square. The shuttle to and 
from Confederation Park would require 27 buses each operating three trips per 
hour to provide a capacity of 6,075 Passengers per hour required to serve 2,000 
parked cars at Confederation Park. Similarly, 60 buses each making two trips 
per hour would be required to provide shuttle bus service to and from the 3,000 
Parkers at Eastgate Square. This latter service would provide the Capacity to 
move 9,000 passengers per hour. The combined shuttle bus service characteristics 


Provide for a capacity of 15,075 passengers per hour from 87 buses making 201 


trips per hour. 


Parking 


Parking spaces must be provided for 9,700 vehicles in this scenario. 


Among publicly owned parking areas, the City has identified approxi- 
mately 2,000 parking spaces in Confederation Park from a 1976 parking inventory 
which could be used for stadium parking. Se could be made of the approximately 
3,000 parking spaces at Eastgate Square in much the same manner as that suggested 


for the G.H.S.C. serving the Ivor Wynne site. 


Parking on the site itseif could only be developed up to approximately 
1,500 spaces. The site area is 19.5 acres, but only 10 acres are available 


for parking which at 145 spaces per acre provides for 1,450 parking spaces. 


Additional property is available in the vicinity of the site which 
could be developed for parking. The MTC has a parcel of land to the west and 
north of the site comprising approximately 22 acres. These 22 acres at 145 


spaces per acre could provide the required 3,200 parking spaces. 
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Roadway Access 
Among the 9,700 autos travelling to the stadium, 2,000 would be 
destined to the Parking lots in Confederation Park, 3,000 to Eastgate Square, 


3,200 to the MTC lands, and 1,500 to the site itself. 


The existing road systems serving Eastgate Square and the site Proper 
Provide more than enough capacity as shown in Exhibit 2G2. Herein it has been 
assumed that the two northbound and two southbound lanes of Centennial Parkway 
would provide access/egress to the site. A four lane service road connecting 
Centennial Parkway with Kenora Avenue would have to be built, however, to 


provide for direct site access. 


Insufficient MoaGuayeaeces: to the MIC property and to the parking 
lots in Confederation Park currently exists. As shown in Exhibit PAE IESG eo x 
proposed that Nash Road be widened to 4 lanes between Bancroft Street and 
Brampton Street, that Kenora Avenue be widened to 4 lanes between Barton Street 
and Brampton Street, and that Brampton Street be widened to 4 lanes to provide 


the necessary access and capacity to service the parking area on the MTC property. 


The roadway improvements shown in Exhibit 2G3 also indicate that the 
service road north of the QEW/Centennial Parkway interchange accessing the 
Confederation Park parking lots to the east should be widened to accommodate a 


short 6 lane section and then a 4 lane section. 


Choice Modal Split of 3% with Attendance Level of 40,000 


Transit 


Additional trippers would have to be run between the downtown area 
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and the stadium to supplement the 7 charter buses assumed to Provide the existing 
transit service. Nine trippers would be required to provide the necessary 
Capacity of 675 Passengers per nour which when added to the 525 passengers per 
hour provided by charter buses would Provide the required 1,200 passengers per 


hour capacity. 


The shuttle bus service required between the stadium and the parking 
lots in Eastgate Square and Confederation Park would have to be increased for an 
attendance level of 40,000 patrons since the auto occupancy is forecast to 
increase with an increase in attendance. Shuttle service to and from Eastgate 
Square would require 70 buses Providing a capacity of 10,500 passengers per 
hour from 2 trips each per hour. Shuttle service from Confederation Park would 
require 31 buses each making 3 trips per hour to Provide a capacity of 6,975 
Passengers per hour. The shuttle bus service to and from Queenston Mall would 
require 33 buses each making 2 trips per hour to provide the necessary capacity 


of 4,950 passengers per hour. 


Parking 


1,400 additional parking spaces would be required in this scenario 
beyond those levels identified for the 30,000 attendance level. These could 
be provided at the Queenston Mall area which includes the adjacent shopping 


plaza east of Nash Road. 


Roadway Access 


The roadway access to all lots previously identified remains the same 
as that required for an attendance level of 30,000 patrons. The existing 
roadway access to the Queenston Mall as shown in Exhibit 2G2 Provides a capacity 
of some 8,000 VPH which is more than adequate to handle the 1,400 stadium 
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Policy Modal Split of 10% with Attendance Level of 30 ,000 
Transit 
More extra trippers are required than those required for a choice 


modal split level of 3%. 33 extra trippers operating one trip each would be 


required. 


Shuttle bus service would remain the same as that for a choice modal 
split level of 3% since the parking uses of Confederation Park and Eastgate 


Square would not change from the choice modal split scenario levels. 


Parking 


There would be a reduction of 700 vehicle spaces as a result of a 
shift from choice modal split of 3% to a policy modal split of 10%. These 


reductions would occur at the MTC site. 


Roadway Access 


There would be no change from choice modal split levels. 


Policy Modal Split of 10% with Attendance Level of 40,000 


Transit 
Substantial additional numbers of extra trippers would be required 
to handle the higher number of transit patrons occurring under a policy modal 


split scenario. 47 extra trippers operating one trip each would be required. 


Two less shuttle buses would be required to serve this level of 
attendance under a policy modal split scenario than would be the case under 
choice modal split. The difference results from the slightly lower number of 


parkers who would use Queenston Mall in the former case. 
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Parking 
With an increase in attendance from 30,000 to 40,000 under policy 
modal split conditions, there would be an additional parking demand for 1,300 
spaces. Since there is insufficient additional Tand on the MTC site to provide 
for these numbers (only a surplus of 700 Spaces since the site has already been 
assumed to have 2,500 spaces for the 30,000 level of attendance) and at other 
parking locations, the Queenston Mall area would have to provide the necessary 


spaces. 


All other parking supply would remain the same as that required for 


an attendance level of 30,000 patrons. 


Roadway Access 


The roadway access would remain the same as that noted for the 40 ,000 


level of attendees under choice modal split. 
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Site #2 (Mountain) 


Site #2 is located on Hamilton Mountain on the east side of Upper 


Wentworth Street immediately south of the proposed Mountain Freeway. 


Consistent with the assumptions employed for the Ivor Wynne and 
S.W.A.R.U. sites, it has been assumed that use may be made of the parking 
spaces at major parking lots within close proximity to the Mountain Site. 
These parking areas include the 4,000 Parking spaces at the Regional Shopping 
Centre currently under construction located immediately north of Limeridge 
Road and east of Upper Wentworth Street and the parking lots expected to be 


located along the proposed north-south I.C.T.S. line. 


It has also been assumed that the I1.C.T.S. will not necessarily 
terminate at tne Mountain site, but would most likely terminate within 4 km 
of Site #2. All figures with respect to transit operations reflect this 
latter assumption. For the purposes of this Phase 2 analysis, it has been 
assumed that a shuttle bus service would be run between the stadium at Site #2 


and the terminus of the [.0.7.S.. line. 


The analysis identifying the level and type of transportation service 
requirements for each modal split scenario at each of two levels of attendance 


is outlined in Exhibit 2G4 and discussed further below. 


Choice Modal Split of 10% with Attendance Level of 30,000 


Transit 
Scheduled transit service does not presently exist to this site. 
It is assumed that the present number of approximately 7 charter buses per 
football game would constitute the existing transit service at Site #2 


carrying 525 passengers per hour. 
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It is estimated that 10% of the 3,000 persons travelling to and from 
the stadium entirely by transit would be served by extra trippers. Four such 
trippers making one trip each would provide the required 300 passenger per 


hour capacity. 


The remaining 2,175 passengers per hour are forecast to arrive via 
I.C.7.S. and shuttle bus operating between the I.C.1.S. terminal and the 
stadium. Assuming that the I.C.T.S. terminal is about 4 km from the stadium, 
two shuttle bus trips per hour per bus could occur. Under these conditions, 
15 shuttle buses would be required providing a capacity of 2,250 passengers 


per hour. 


However, it is anticipated that a further 3,000 auto passengers and 
dyvvers Wilt Dark at=l.Cct1.s. parking, tots; perhaps ride the I -C/1.S*°and ‘ride 
the shuttle bus to the stadium. Thus a total of 5,290 passengers per hour 
would have to be accommodated by the bus shuttle. This would require 35 buses 


and would provide a capacity of 5,250 passengers per hour. 


The number of riders travelling by 1.0.7.8. would range from 2,250 
to 5,250 passengers per hour depending upon the location of parking lots along 
I.C.T.S. The required number of I[.C.T.S. trains to accommodate the maximum 
demand requirements would be 4 trains each operating at 12 minute headways and 
would provide a capacity of 6,640 passengers per hour in one direction. 

(Note: three trains would provide a capacity of 4,980 passengers per hour 
which would be insufficient. ) 

It is assumed that parking would be available at the site itself 
(4,000 spaces), at the Regional Shopping CEntre immediately north of the site 
(4,000 spaces), and at the terminus and/or along the I.C.T.S. line (up to 


2,500 spaces). For this scenario, ],000 parking spaces woulu oe required 


at the Re Dea BS 
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Roadway Access 


Adequate access is being provided for the new Regional Snopping 
Centre. The Parking lot generated demand of 4,000 vehicles per hour (VPH) 
can adequately be handled by the 6,400 VPH Capacity provided by the road 


System presently under construction in the VICINIty of this site. 


Upper Wentworth Street, which is the only road presently providing 
access to the Mountain Stadium site is a two lane arterial. It is estimated 
that a minimum of six lanes of arterial roadway in one direction are required 
to service the site; one lane on Upper Wentworth Street to be set aside 
exclusively for buses to handle the anticipated high volumes and five lanes 
to provide 4,000 VPH capacity for the anticipated auto demand. This may be 
acnieved by widening Upper Wentworth Street to four Janes (two in each direction) 


from Limeridge Road to Stone Church Road and by building a new 4 lane roadway 


running to the east from the stadium to connect with Upper Snerman Avenue. 
Choice Modal Split of 10% with Attendance Level of 40,000 
ee ee en eR RUC NE CeCe IO Feel OW 


Transit 
As with an attendance level of 30,000 Patrons with a 10% modal split, 
it is assumed that charter buses would provide a capacity of 525 Passengers per 


hour and 4 extra trippers would provide a further 300 Passengers per hour capacity. 


Shuttle bus service would have to be provided to handle 3,175 patrons 
from the I.C.T.S. line and 8,050 Passengers from cars parked at the I.C.T.S. 
parking-lots' Tor a total of 11,225 Passengers to be handled. Thisc volume would 
require 75 buses operating at 30 minute neadways to provide a Capacity of 


11,250 passengers per hour. 
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Parking 
In addition to the 8,000 Parking spaces available at the stadium 
plus Regional Shopping Centre parking areas, a further 2,300 Spaces would be 


required at lots served bya nne ls Osis: 


Roadway Access 
It remains unchanged from that previously identified. for 30,000 patrons 


attending a football game. 


Policy Modal Split of 20% with Attendance Level of 30,000 


Transit 
It is assumed that seven charter buses would operate providing a 


capacity of 525 passengers per hour under the policy modal split scenario. 


To achieve a modal split of 20%, it is anticipated that extra trippers 
would have to be run along many of the Mountain arterial roads and into the 
Stadium. Approximately one quarter of fae transit ridership could be 
expected to be served by extra trippers or 1,500 passengers. Assuming that only 
one trip may be made by each tripper, this would require 20 buses to provide 


a capacity of 1,500 passengers per hour. 


The remaining 3,975 transit patrons would be served by I.C.T.S. and 
shuttle bus. The shuttle bus requirements would be 27 buses providing a 


capacity of 4,050 passenger per hour. 


Parking 
Under the 20% modal split policy and an attendance level of 30,000 


patrons, no additional parking is required beyond the 4,000 spaces to be pro- 
vided at the stadium site and the additional 4,000 spaces to be provided at 


the Regional Shopping Centre. 
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Roadway Access 


It remains unchanged from that previously identified. 


Policy Modal Split of 20% with Attendance of 40,000 


Transit 


Seven charter buses are assumed to Drovide 525 passengers per hour 


Capacity. 


Approximately 2,000 patrons or 25% of the number of transit riders 
are anticipated to arrive via extra trippers. Twenty seven trippers are 


required to provide the necessary capacity. 


Shuttle bus service would be required to accommodate the basic 54/5 
transit patrons on the I.C.T.S. and a further 3,850 park and riders who park 
at parking lots along the I.C.T.S. To accommodate these 9,325 patrons, a bus 


fleet of 62 buses would be required. 


Parking 
In addition to the 4,000 parking spaces at each of the stadium and 


Regional Shopping Centre parking lots, a further 1,100 parking spaces would 


be required at lots along the I.C.T.S. line. 


Roadway Access 


It remains unchanged from that previously identified. 
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TRANSPORTATION COST IMPLICATIONS 


Estimates of the annualized costs attributable exclusively to each 
of the stadium sites under each of the aforementioned attendance levels and 
modal split scenarios have been made. These costs reflect those which would 
be in excess of those attributable to the basic transportation services wnich 
the City of Hamilton and the Region of Hamilton-Wentworth would provide in the 


absence of an expanded Ivor Wynne facility or a new stadium at Sites 2 or 9. 


Cost estimates were made for transit operations, the provision and 


maintenance of parking facilities, and the provision of roadway facilities. 


Transit 
Annual additional transit costs have been estimated as a function 
of level of attendance and modal split for each site. These cost estimates 
include gross and net operating costs and revenues for the provision of extra 
tripper service, shuttle bus service, I.C.T.S. service, and total service. A 


summary of this analysis appears in Exhibit 2G5. 


All the generalized assumptions from which cost and revenue estimates 
for this analysis were derived, are listed in Exhibit 2G5. Most of the assump- 
tions stated herein reflect existing Hamilton Street Railway (H.S.R.) charac- 
teristics. The characteristics associated with the I.C.T.S. were obtained 
from two sources. The annual vehicle and operator cost rates were obtained 


(2) ane eG Task train 


from observed 1979 Edmonton LRT operating costs 
capacity characteristics were obtained from the office of the Urban Transpor- 
tation Development Corporation (U.T.D.C.) who are the project managers for the 
study team performing planning and feasibility analysis for the proposed 


north-south Hamilton I.C.T.S. line. 


(2) Edmonton Planning Dept., "Northeast Light Rail Transit Evaluation Study 
“" Final Report", August 1979. 
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The net costs resulting from all transit services for each site for 
each scenario present some interesting findings. It is more. expensive to 
Provide a policy modal split level of transit service than it is to provide 
choice modal split service levels. This is so because the provision of transit 
service is generally non profitable. An exception to this occurs with the 
Provision of shuttle bus between Site #9 (S.W.A.R.U.) and its adjacent parking 
lots. The short distances eee permit greater utilization of the shuttle 
bus fleet to occur in this circumstance than is the case for the other two 
sites. A major finding is that it is generally less costly to provide transit 
service to an expanded Ivor Wynne stadium than is the case in servicing Site #2 
or the Mountain with transit service. However, the additional net transit 
costs of the Mountain site result primarily from the provision of additional 


Ll -Cyl See service, tozinis site. 


Parking Costs 


The annual parking costs which would be incurred for the level of 
parking facilities identified for each site in Exhibits 2G1l, 2G2, and 2G4 
have been estimated. These cost estimates identify annual gross costs, gross 
revenues and net costs. The annual gross costs were determined from estimates 


of pavement and property capital costs and estimates of annual operating costs. 


The cost estimates and formula from which these estimates were 
determined, are listed in the text in Exhibits 2G6, 2G7, and 268 for Site #'s 
8, 9, and 2 respectively. Several major assumptions are implicit in these 
formula. These implicit assumptions are that: 


3 average parking lot space requirements per auto are 300 sq. 
ft./auto including provision for internal circulation roads; 
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e Property acquisition costs could vary by site as noted in 
the exhibits; 

& capital costs are amortized at a rate of 12%; 

r) annual operating costs to maintain the parking lots would 


vary depending upon whether the lots were rented from 

others for 9 events per year (that is 9 half day periods) 

Or were owned by the stadium authority and maintained 365 

days of the year; 

% a common off-street parking rate of $2.00/space would 

prevail at all parking lots assumed to supply stadium 

parking and these revenues would be collected by or on 

the behalf of the stadium authority. 

The annual operating costs for a parking lot owned by the stadium 
authority and maintained by it year round were based upon Toronto Transit 
Commission (T.T.C.) 1970 costs to maintain surface parking lots. These costs 
were identified from a report on the Spadina Subway Terminus and included cost 
estimates of $15/space/year for maintenance and $10/space/year for fare 
collection (3), These maintenance costs were assumed to be similar to those to be 
expected for a stadium, but the fare collection costs were assumed to be 
higher than those expected for a stadium with only 9 football games per year 
requiring fare collection. A figure of $5/space/year in 1970 dollars was esti- 
mated to represent fare collection costs for stadium parking. These costs were 
factored by 2.70 to reflect 1980 costs resulting in a cost of $54/space/year. 

To this estimate was added an additional $6/space/year to reflect parking 


administration costs to produce an estimate of $60/space/year. 


For rented facilities it was estimated that the maintenace costs 
for use of a parking facility 9 times per year would be substantially less 
than those incurred for year round use. A figure of 20% of the year round 1970 


f $15/space/year was assumed, that is $3/space/year. Fare collection 
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cain Pts St DOE OOS tn Oi Se Se eee Sea gee ee 
Kates, Peat and Marwick, "Spadina Terminal Interchange Project", 1971 
‘°7 unpublished report for the T.T.C 
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costs were assumed to be similar to those estimated for one's own facility 
Since the number of events for which fares would be collected would be the 
same. Thus a figure of $5/space/year in 1970 dollars was assumed. These 

costs were factored by 2.70 to 1980 dollars resulting in an estimate of $22/ 
space/year for maintenance and fare collection. Administration costs were 
estimated to be up to one half those associated with maintaining one's own 
facility, or $3/space/year. These assumptions resulted in a cost of $25/space/ 


year for a rented parking facility. 


The parking costs which resulted from this analysis varied sub- 
stantially by site. The Ivor Wynne site, Site #8, was the least expensive 
site with respect to parking costs of the three sites examined with net annual 
parking costs ranging from $28,000 to $69,800 depending upon levels of 
attendance and modal split. The most expensive parking costs were found to 
occur at the S.W.A.R.U. site, Site #9, where net annual parking costs ranging 
from $587,000 to $708,500 were estimated. The Mountain site, Site #2, was 


estimated to incur annual net parking costs in the range of $436,000 to $452,100. 


The substantially lower parking costs identified for the Ivor Wynne 
site versus the other two sites results primarily from the low capital costs 
attributable to this site. With the possible exception of paving Scott Park 
for use as a parking lot under the choice modal split scenario, no parking 
lots would be built for the Ivor Wynne site since existing off-street and 


on-street facilities would suffice (assuming full use of the G.H.S.C.). 


At the S.W.A.R.U. site, between 15 and 22 acres of property would 
have to be acquired for parking to supplement the 10 acres of on-site land 
available at Site #9. Tne costs of property acquisition are estimated to 


range from $1,200,000 to $1,536,000 for these acreages. Substantial pavement 
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costs would also be incurred in the range of $2,000,000 to $2,350,000 depending 


On the modal split scenario. 


The Mountain site would involve pavement costs of a similar magnitude 
to those of the S.W.A.R.U. site; the Site #2 pavement costs being $2,000,000. 
There are, however, no Property acquisition costs since sufficient parking 


exists at this site under the assumptions identified in Exhibit 2G4. 


Both the S.W.A.R.U. site and the Mountain site incur substantially 
_ higher annual parking operating costs than would occur at the Ivor Wynne site 
since these sites provide more off-street parking that would be administered 
by the stadium authority than would be the case for an Ivor Wynne facility. 
This operating cost difference is increased further since both Site #9 and #2 
would provide substantial amounts of on-site parking which would be owned and 
maintained by the stadium authority, and the annual operating costs for such 
facilities are estimated to be $60/space/year whereas similar costs for the 


rented space at the G.H.S.C. are estimated to be $25/space/year. 


The effect of level of modal split on parking costs is seem to be 
more pronounced for the S.W.A.R.U. site than is the case for the Mountain 
site. This occurs sinceitheouse ofthe 1.C.1T.S.~parking’ Tots to handle 
additional levels of parkers beyond the numbers that can be accommodated 
locally at the Mountain site is less costly and provides more flexibility 
that the situation at the S.W.A.R.U. site. At Site 79, extra property would 
have to be purchased to provide additional parking required for the lower — 


levels of modal split. 
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Roadway Costs 
The annual roadway costs have been estimated by site for each Of. 
the levels of attendance and modal split previously identified and have been 


Summarized in Exhibit 269. 


The roadway requirements identified in Exhibit 2G9 reflect only 
those facilities assumed to be the responsibility of the stadium authority. 
Other facilities which would be required for stadium access, but would normally 
be provided by the Region as part of its Regional Road construction program 


were not identified and costed in this exhibit. 


The formula used to calculate each of the costs in Exhibit 2G9 
are identified in the exhibit itself. The supporting assumptions from which 


these formula were derived are also listed herein. 


The bus terminal capital cost formula of $700 per number of buses 
processed per hour was determined by designing a typical bus terminal for 
one site at one bus processing rate, estimating the capital costs for this 
design and relating this capital cost to the bus processing rate. These steps are 


briefly outlined below: 


® Design 
For a demand to process 81 buses/hour at Site #2 at a typical 
loading time of 5 minutes/bus, one bus bay could handle 12 buses/ 
hour. Thus, 7 bus bays would be sufficient, but to provide for 
some flexibility and a balanced loading platform design it would 
be appropriate to employ 8 bus bays. 


® Costing ; 
Using standard parallel bay bus loading ence, ) two loading 
platforms of 260 ft. in length would be required. The profile 
width of the loading areas would be approximately 90 ft. made 
up of two 10-16 ft. platforms, two roadway lanes of 24-30 ft. 
each and a centre raised curb of 5 ft. The approximate pavement 
costs per linear foot for this design would be $121/ft. 


4) Joseph De Chiara and John Hancock Callender, "Time-Saver Standards for 
Building Types", 1973 McGraw-Hill. 
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The construction costs of the bus loading areas would become 
$31,500 (@260 ft. x $121/ft.). A bus turnaround would also 
be required costing approximately $25,000.. The total cost 
would be approximately $56,500 for the platform area and 
turnaround. 


a Formula 


The bus terminal cost as a function of bus processing rate 
is $56,500/(81 buses/hour) = $697.53 or about $700/(bus/hour). 


The Ivor Wynne site would incur the lowest annual roadway costs among 
the three sites examined. These range in the order of $16,900 to $24,800 


depending upon the level of attendance and the modal split. 


The Mountain site would incur the next lowest annual roadway costs. 


These range from $52,700 to $58,700. 


The S.W.A.R.U. site would incur the largest annual roadway costs 


ranging from $269,500 to $280,900. 


The Ivor Wynne site has been identified as the least costly site 
from a roadway perspective since no new roads would be required. The only 


roadway expenses would be those incurred for the provision of a bus terminal. 


At the Mountain site, several facilities would be required to 
provide adequate access to the site. These include the Pah to 4 lanes 
of:the Mountain Arterial Road, Upper Wentworth Street south to Stone Church 
Road, Upper Sherman Avenue south to the newly proposed Access Road east from 
the stadium to Upper Sherman Avenue, and construction of the Access Road 
jtself. Among these facilities, only the construction of the Access Road has 


been identified as the financial responsibility of the stadium authority. 
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The several roadways required to access the S.W.A.R.U. site are 
noted in Exhibit 2G9. Since none of these roadway improvements would be under- 
taken by the Region to service existing or likely developments in the area, 
the costs of providing these roadway improvements have been attributed entirely 


to the stadium authority. 
DOWNTOWN ARENA TRANSPORTATION COSTS 


As identified in Appendix 1F, there are no transportation service 
inadequacies for the downtown arena sites. High modal splits are expected 
and can be accommodated at a downtown arena site. The hign expected modal 
split levels result in an auto travel demand level which can be accommodated 
by existing levels of off-street parking and’ by the capacity of the road system 


serving the downtown. 


The only potential transportation costs which might result from 
the travel demands generated by an arena in the downtown area are transit 
costs. The anticipated maximum level of transit trip-making to an arena would 
result in some 3,400 passengers per hour on the transit system prior to the 
introduction of a north-south I.C.T.S. line serving the downtown area and 
Fab oateender per hour after the introduction of the I.C.T.S. line as noted 
in Exhibits 1F6 and IF7 of Appendix IF. Since the Sastong level of transit 
service into the downtown area provides typical. capacities in the order of 
10,000 passengers per hour from the approximately 130-135 buses/hour which 
currently serve this area throughout weekday evenings and weekend afternoons, 
the addition of an arena downtown would not require any additional transit 
service to be provided. However, this may happen in practice to encourage 
greater transit usage than that achievable under existing operations. In 


fact, the presence of an arena downtown would generate additional revenue 


StS %02 Adi Od 000‘ Or 

v'61 402 ADL (Od 000‘ 0€ 

6°02 x01 991 0y9 000‘ 0b 2H 

9°21 %OI “aIL0Y) 000‘ 0F uLequnoW 

L°9t 401 AD 0d 000‘Ov 

E32 %OT ADL [Od 000‘ 0£ 

95 4 ao10y9 000‘ Ob 64 

Lil- 43 aoLoyg 000‘ 0€ NUVMS 

€°9 %02 AD1 [Od 000‘Ov 

0°S 402 ADU Od 000‘ 0£ 

CaS xOl 991 0y9 000‘ 0b 8H 

Ib “Ol ao10y9 000‘ 0€ aUUAM JOAT 
Aempeoy BuLyueg 7 psueuy Vids Le pow a0uepuaq yy 91S 


(S,000$ UL s7s09) 


SaLIS VIGVLS JIYHL 
YOI SIONVY LSOI IWANNY IWLOL 


o1d2 LISIHXd 


26-32 


for the H.S.R. Since greater utilization of the existing supply of transit 


service would occur. 


CONCLUSIONS 


From a vehicular transportation perspective, there are no Significant 
transportation advantages or disadvantages among the three selected arena 
Sites in the downtown area. Each of these sites would have a positive effect 
on the operation of the H.S.R. since they would act as net revenue generators 
for the property. Site #6 however has a distinct advantage by virtue of its 


pedestrian access to/from Jackson Square and linkages to the convention centre. 


The three stadia sites exhibit substantial differences in the trans- 
portation servicing requirements of each. Assuming that the adjacent shopping 
centres may be utilized to provide parking for football games at any of the 
stadia sites, the Ivor Wynne site is the least costly site to accommodate with 
required transportation services. Thr Mountain site, Site #2, is the next 
least expensive site to serve, and the S.W.A.R.U. site, Site #9, the most 
expensive. The annual costs of providing transit, parking and roadway services 
to each site under a range of attendance levels and modal splits are shown in 


Exhibit 2G10. 


A policy modal split is preferrable to a choice modal split at the 
Ivor Wynne site. At the S.W.A.R.U. site and at the Mountain Site, no appreciable 
cost savings would result from pursuing a policy modal split program rather . 


than a choice modal split program. 
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STADIUM/ARENA FEASIBILITY STUDY 


APPENDIX 2H 


DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 
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APPENDIX 2H 


DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 


1. INTRODUCTION 


This section addresses the considerations recognized as major 
factors in shaping the schematic design proposals illustrated in the 
following pages. As noted in Appendix 20, a recently constructed stadium, 
arena, and grandstand facilities were used in a similar manner to assist 
preparation of the schematic designs. Each was then altered to suit the 


particular needs of the Hamilton Program and the site under consideration. 
The facilities used as "concept models" are as follows: 


@ The Commonwealth Games Athletic Stadium, Edmonton, 
Alberta. Completed July, 1978. Prime Consultants: 
Ragan, Bell, McManus Consultants Ltd. 
e The Omni Coliseum, Atlanta, Georgia. . Completed 
October 1972. Architects: Thompson, Ventulett, 
Stainbach and Associates, Inc. 
@e The Taylor Field Expansion, Regina, Saskatchewan. 
Completed April, 1980. Engineers: Reid, Crowther 
& Partners Ltd. Architects: Mitchel] Phillips 
Associates Ltd. 
It should be emphasized that these concept models are used only 
to assist in the illustration of the schematic designs. Any design work 
resulting from this feasibility study will require the normal Process of 


facilities programming, site analysis, alternative concepts, etc. 
2. ARENA - SITE 6 


2.1 Number of Seats 


The schematic design shown in Exhibits 2H] through 2H4, is based 


an approximately 15,300 seat arena. This size fits comfortably within the site 
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6 boundaries. Preliminary studies showed that more seats could be accommodated 
but this would necessitate some form of cantilevered structure to enable the 


arena to overhang the northern or southern boundary lines. 


Lac. Seat Layouts 


Two basic seat layout formats were considered: 
- an equal depth of seating surrounding the arena space 
on all sides 
- an unequal depth of seating surrounding arena, with 
the maximum depth of seating at the side of the arena. 
Of the two basic formats, the latter is considered preferable, because 
a greater number of spectators can be accommodated at the side of the arena, 
giving better views of most of the activities. The limitation on side seating 
becomes the distance of the furthest seat from the centre of the arena. In the 


schematic design proposed, this is approximately 215 feet. 


2.3 Flexibility of Use 
In order to ensure maximum flexibility of use, the arena ie been 
designed to accommodate the following activities: Hockey, Basketball, Boxing, 
Circus, Indoor Soccer, Stage Shows, and Trade Centre. Seating plans for these 


activities are illustrated in Exhibits 2H5 through 2H8. 


All tne above,with the exception of the Trade Centre function, are 
accommodated with adjustments to arena surface and the seating around the edge 
of the arena. The Trade Centre function, however, requires the creation of 
approximately 60,000 square feet of open floor space at the arena floor level. 
This is created by the use of banks of telescopic seating, (totalling approx- 
imately 1,850 seats), on the sides and ends of the arena, which when collapsed, 


form the walls to the exhibition space. 
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An alternative method of creating the exhibition space is shown as 
an option on Exhibit 2H4. This option assumes the use of permanently fixed 
seating throughout the arena with the exception of eight rows adjacent the 
arena ends and three rows adjacent the sides. The 60,000 Square foot 
exhibition floor is created as a separate element, which is lowered into we 
at the plaza level when required, and raised to the arena ceiling level when not 
required. When not in use, the floor is suspended immediately below the roof 
trusses on cables. The floor is constructed as a ligntweight spaceframe, 
supporting a rigid deck floor. The spaceframe serves the dual purpose of 
Structure and support for light fixtures, loud speakers, scoreboards, catwalks, 
etc. When required to serve as an exhibition floor, the floor is lowered to 


the plaza level and supported from below with removeable "jack" columns. 


An area of approximately 61,000 sq.ft. is provided at arena floor level 
to serve as storage and maneuvering space for the considerable quantities of 
floor seating, floor surfaces and equipment associated with the various activities 


referred to above. 


2.4 CIVCUL Aton 


The main circulation level occurs at Plaza and Street levels (see 
Exhibits 2H] and 2H2). Spectators can enter the Plaza level directly from 
Jackson Square Plaza on the south side or ascend stairs and escalators from 
Bay St. and York Blvd. The majority of the washroom and concession facilities 
are at Plaza with additional facilities at Street level. Access to the Plaza 
level can also be gained from the Street level on the south-eastern side, 
via escalator and stairs from a mall connecting to the existing mall system. 
Access to the Trade Centre floor at Arena level, is provided by escalator 
and stairs from Street level on the north-western corner and Street level on 


the south-eastern corner. 
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Truck access is provided via the existing ramp down to the eastern 
Side at Arena level. Headroom is provided such that trucks and major items of 
exhibition equipment can be transported directly to the arena floor at the 


basement level. A second truck and car access ramp is provided from Bay St. 


2.5. Structure 
Clear sight lines require a roof structure capable of spanning 
approximately 360 feet. Two options, illustrated in Exhibit 2H4, have been 


investigated: 


- an air supported stainless steel membrane roof 
- a conventional steel truss structure supporting a 
conventional built-up flat roof 


The air supported structure would seem to offer several advantages: 


- effectively, the height of the building is reduced by 
approximately 28 feet. Welded stainless steel construction 
appears to offer freedom from maintenance and leaks over the 
lifetime of the structure. 
>, bhe system offers sufficient strength to support: Lighting systems, 
speaker clusters, etc. 
However, use of this option is not compatible with the suspended floor option 
referred to above, because of the rigid nature of the space frame. It should 


be noted that an air supported structure requires airlock-type entries or 


revolving door systems, to maintain the required air pressure. 


2.6 Relationship to Existing Buildings 
The arena on site 6 occupies a key position on the northwest corner 
of Jackson Square. Schematic plans, (Exhibits 2H1, 2H2, and 2H3), illustrate 


the interface with Jackson Square, Bay Street and York Boulevard at Plaza, 
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treet and Basement levels. A major entrance is provided at Plaza level 

in the southeastern corner, to permit pedestrian access from the Convention 
Centre, Hotel and surrounding office towers. At Street level, an entrance in 
the southeastern corner links with the existing mall system. At basement 
level, truck and car access is integrated with proposals for the remainder 
of Jackson Square, and a staff parking area is provided. At Street level, 
entrances have been provided at the northeastern, northwestern and southwestern 
corners. On the Bay Street and York Blvd. frontages, retail/commercial space 
can be used in conjunction with arena functions, or independent of arena 
functions. Twenty foot wide pedestrian ramps on the east and west sides, 
give easy access to and from Plaza level for large crowds, as well as permitting 


access by the handicapped. 


2.7 Architectural Considerations 
A 360 ft. square building, for the most part unglazed, poses particular 

design requirements in an urban context. Choice of roof structure will have 
a major effect on the overall height of the building, as noted in Paragraph 
2.5. Rounded corners are proposed, to soften the mass of the building and 
highlight the major entrances at each corner. In addition, the corners are 
"lightened" by glazed areas in-filling the areas beneath the corner seats. 
The stepped forms on the elevations reflect the seating arrangements within, 
and are clad with light coloured, baked enamel panels. The whole structure 
rests on a plinth which will be faced with materials compatible with the 
remainder of Jackson Square. The pedestrian ramps form a stepped counterpoint 


to the elevations above. (See Exhibit 2H9). 
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3.1 Number of Seats 
The design proposed is based on increasing the existing seating 

capacity of 33,947 seats by 8,500 seats, giving a total of 42,447 seats. The 
8,500 new seats are provided in a new grandstand addition to the south of the 
existing south-side stands, (see Exhibit 2H10). An additional 4,716 seats are 
shown at either end of the 8,500 seat grandstand; these new seats replace the 
existing westend bleachers which are removed, to make way for a new bus 
terminal,facilitating bus entry and drop-off from Cannon Street to the south. 
The first seven rows of seating on the south stands nave been replaced with new 


telescopic seating, enabling the use of a running track when required. 


Tne new grandstand requires space presently occupied by a changing 
room and temporary bleachers used for the practice soccer field to the south. 
These facilities have been replaced by a new bleachers and changing facility 
located on the south side of the soccer field. Tne bleachers run over the top 
of the new changing facility, and also provide a covered arcade and seating 
oriented towards the community park. The soccer field is shown relocated to 


the east of tne site, freeing up more space for the parking area. 


3.2 South Grandstand Addition 
Two alternative sections were considered: 


- fA two tier stand added alongside the existing seating. 
(see Exhibit 2H11) 


- fA two tier stand as above, but cantilevered over the 
existing stands. (See Exhibit 2H12) 
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The cantilevered alternative would have the advantage of lowering the 
vertical travel height for spectators by approximately 10 ft. and moving the 
seating block approximately 30 ft. closer to the field. However, these advantages 
are obtained at the cost of more complex structural requirements for the 
cantilever, and a requirement to drain the lower edge of the cantilever. This 
alternative would require a detailed design and costing analysis before the 
merits and disadvantages can be fairly compared with the known advantages 


and costs of the Regina type solution. 


Both section alternatives are arranged in the form of twin-ramped 
access systems, with washrooms and other services contained in towers at each 
end. Press boxes and other special facilities are accommodated in the "split" 


between the two tiers. 
4, STADIUM - SITE 2 


4.1 Number of Seats 
The schematic design shown in Exhibit 2H13 is based on a 42,500 
seat stadium. The seats are distributed equally on either side of the field 
in two tiers, with the lower tier depressed below natural grade by approxi- 


mately 50'Q". 


4.2 Site Planning 
Exhibit 2H13 shows the stadium located centrally on site 2, and 


oriented in a north-south direction. This permits straightforward access to 
the west side of the stadium, and a longer access route to the east side, both 
from Upper Wentworth Street. Car parking areas are distributed on all sides 


of the stadium with the exception of the south side. This area is assigned 
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to a bus drop-off area. Exhibit 2H.13 also shows the location of a large 


existing sewer and storm culvert in the southeast corner of the site. 
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The market survey also showed very few people making expenditures on 
retail items outside the stadium or arena. Therefore, no estimate of such expen- 
ditures has been included in this analysis although, as in the case of accom- 


modation expenditure, at least some small amount would occur. 


Exhibit 2J4 shows the impact of an arena/trade centre on total local 
income to be in the order of $25 million. Direct employment would be slightly 
more than 600 man-years, which implies total direct, indirect, and induced em- 
ployment of about 900 man-years, earning just over $15 million in wages and 
salaries. In Exhibit 2J5 the impact of a new stadium on total local income is 
shown to be about $3 million. Direct and total employment generated by this ex- 
penditure would be about 90 and 125 man-years, respectively. Total wages and 
Salaries paid for this amount of total employment would be just under $2 million. 
The economic impact of an expanded Ivor Wynne Stadium (Exhibit 2J6) would be some- 
what smaller than for a new stadium. The impact on total local income would be 
under $2 million, and total direct, indirect and induced employment would be 


about 80 man-years with total wages and salaries of about $1.2 million. 
IMPACT. OF CONSTRUCTION EXPENDITURES 


Exhibit 2J7, overleaf, shows direct construction expenditures and employ- 
ment for the arena/trade centre ($38.8 million, 405 man-years), the new stadium 
($32.4 million, 344 man-years), and the expanded Ivor Wynne Stadium ($22.0 million, 
233 man-years). Income and employment multipliers for the construction industry 
given in the Ministry of Industry and Tourism report cited earlier have been used 
to estimate total income and total employment as a result of the construction ex- 


penditures. 
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Total income generated by construction expenditures is estimated to be 
$80.3 million, $67.1 million, and $45.5 million for the arena/trade centre, new 
stadium, and expanded Ivor Wynne, respectively. Total employment would be in the 


order of 1,190, 1,010, and 685 man-years. 


INCOME TO THE CITY OF HAMILTON 


The principal source of revenue to the City of Hamilton associated 
with the local economic impact of the arena/trade centre and new or expanded 
Stadium would be taxes on various establishments supported by direct expenditures 
in food and beverage/entertainment. Exhibit 2J8 shows the number of square 
feet of commercial space that would be supported by these expenditures, assuming 
an average sales level of $100 per square foot. Taxes on this space would 
depend on assessed value which varies according to location and type of building. 
Consequently, Exhibit 2J8 shows a range of tax revenues based on a range of 
assessed values. for commercial property in-downtown and suburban Hamilton. 

The arena/trade centre would create the largest amount of income eer ane from 
about $40,000 to almost $90,000 per year. The income resulting from either 
stadium option would be much smaller, from less than $2,000 to about $6,500 


per year. 
IMPACT ON AMATEUR SPORT 


With respect to amateur sport, the expansion of the Ivor Wynne 
Stadium essentially results in a continuation of the status quo. It provides 
expanded and improved seating, but would not increase the availability 


of major stadium facilities to amateur sport. 
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On the other hand, the development of a new stadium would both * 
free-up additional time at Ivor Wynne Stadium for the use of amateur sporting 


organizations, and would provide a major new facility in a growing residential 


area. 


While in terms of overall usage the City of Hamilton would seem 
to be well supplied with facilities at the present time, there is a shortage 
of major facilities of the highest quality equipment and accommodation, ° 
including lighting. Thus, it has been noted that the availability of 
an Astro-turf surface in Ivor Wynne Stadium enables the area soccer league 
to utilize the facility early in March. Further, it has been noted that 
at Ivor Wynne Stadium numerous requests to hold special events could not 
be accommodated due to previous commitments. It has also been noted that 
utilization of one park would be greatly increased if lighting were avail- 
able. A summary of the use of major facilities in 1979 has been prepared 


by the City Recreation Department and is attached. 


It would therefore appear that the construction of a new stadium 
would provide significantly greater opportunities for amateur sport, and 
that there is a growing demand from the amateur sporting community which 
makes facilities that can operate successfully in the spring, fall, and 


jn the evenings especially valuable. 


The arena/trade centre would provide some opportunity for indoor 
sporting events, excluding amateur hockey, which causes too rapid deterioration 
of an ice surface to be used for NHL play. In addition, in that additional 
opportunities would be provided to observe a range of professional sports 


such as indoor tennis, indoor soccer; and lacrose, interest of amateur 
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sportmen in these sports would be stimulated and encouraged. There is 
also no doubt that the presence of an NHL team in Hamilton would provide 
a still greater stimulus to the young Hamilton hockey players, and also 
provide the opportunity to observe the nation's best hockey players in 


acticn on a regular basis. 


Contribution to amateur sport would thus be direct in terms 
of the use of the facility,and indirect in terms of the instruction it 
would provide and increased enthusiasm it would generate. While these 
impacts are difficult to quantify, there is no doubt that the overall 


effect of both would be positive. 
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MAJOR FACILITIES - 


Hach” bass = aa 
(Fields are maintained from May 


mA OF TIME UTILIZED 


LS. = 5 RUGS et 5.5) 


UNLESS OTHERWISE REQUESTED 


Prepared by: (Mrs.) Ruth Tiefenbach 
Recreation Department - City Hall 


September 8th, 1980 


BERNIE ARBOUR STADIUM 


Operating Season: May 15th - September 30th 
Hours of Operation: Weekdays 6:00 p.m. - 11:00 ee 
Weekends) 9200) acme = "21:90" > om. 


Classification of Applicants Utilizing Facility: 


Weekdays/Mon.-Fri. 


May> 1 Stn Weekdays 25% 

Weekend 20. “Gate Sun ; 
June Weekdays DSI 

Weekends DOME waat .suns 
July Weekdays 25% 

Weekends 2A Sats SUN. 
August Weekdays Epo Hy 

Weekends DOLIM Gato San. 
September Weekdays Pe 

Weekends NIL) §Satewsun’ 


(September Operating 


ES AGA EAN eGR OMG IDES: 
(Soccer/Football) 


ClaseLiacation, of -Appliicame Utriti zing Paci. ey: 
May 15th Weekdays NIL 
Weekends a Oiesnoe © 
June Weekdays 5% 
Weekends 395 gat 
July Weekdays 25% 
Weekends 50x Satur sun. at! 
August Weekdays 25% 
Weekends 50% 


Sat./SunAmateur 


Board of Education 
Amateur Baseball 
Semi-Pro Baseball 


Amateur Baseball/ 
Semi-Pro Baseball 


Amateur/Semi-Pro Baseball 
Ww 


Amateur/Semi-Pro Baseball 
"W 


" 


/Semi-Pro Baseball 


Amateur Baseball 


Amateur/Semi-Pro Barge i: 


Season Depends on Play-Off Standings) 


Board of Education 
Amateur Soccer 
A Footpand 


Amateur Soccer 


Amateur Soccer 


Amateur Soccer 


Amateur Soccer/Football 
w . 


Amateur Football 


Football/Soccer 
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SACKVILLE HILL PARKS 


(Soccer/Football/Track) 


Classification of Applicant YtiiwZing Paci licy: 


May 15th Weekdays 
Weekends 
June Weekdays 


Weekends 


July Weekdays 
Weekends 


August Weekdays 
Weekends 


September Weekdays 
Weekends 


October Weekdays 
Weekends 


November Weekdays 


SENS 


Sati) Sun. 


Satis: 


(Enclosed Field) 


Amateur Football/Soccer/ 
Abreetyet le 


Board of Education/ 
TS BIC 
Amateur Soccer 


Track/ Amateur Soccer 
Amateur Soccer 


Track/Amateur Soccer 
Amateur Soccer 


Track/Amateur Soccer 
Amateur Soccer 
Amateur Football 


Board*of Education/Track 
Amateur Soccer/Football 
Amateur Football 


Board of Education 
Amateur Football 


aT 


Board of. Education 


(It should be noted that the utilization of this particular park could 


be greatly increased if lighting were available.) 


field are excellent. 


VEG TO Rn AG eA RK 
(Baseball) 


Classiitve~eation, of Applicant. Utilizing Pacility.: 


eMay 15th. Tee Weekdays 


> 


Ulu 


The track and playing 


Amateur Baseball 


Amateur Baseball 
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